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A SEQUENTIAL QUADRATIC PROGRAMMING ALGORITHM USING
AN INCOMPLETE SOLUTION OF THE SUBPROBLEM

WALTER MURRAY* AND FrANcIsco J. PrieTot

*Systems Optimization Laboratory
Department of Operations Research
Stanford University

tDept. de Estadistica y Econometria
Universidad Carlos III de Madrid

Abstract

We analyze sequential quadratic programming (SQP) methods to solve non-
linear constrained optimization problems that are more flexible in their def-
inition than standard SQP methods. The type of flexibility introduced is
motivated by the necessity to deviate from the standard approach when
solving large problems. Specifically we no longer require a minimizer of
the QP subproblem to be determined or particular Lagrange multiplier es-
timates to be used. Our main focus is on an SQP algorithm that uses a
particular augmented Lagrangian merit function. New results are derived
for this algorithm under weaker conditions than previously assumed; in
particular, it is not assumed that the iterates lie on a compact sct.

1. Introduction

The problem of interest is the following:

minimize F(z)
zER"
s.t. c(z) >0,

NP

where F : R* — R and ¢ : 8 — R™. Since we shall not assume second derivatives are
known, computing z*, a point satisfying the first-order KK T conditions for NP is the best
that can be achieved. Such points are feasible and satisfy the following conditions:

VF(z*) = Ve(«*) TN, /\’;c,-(:c*) =0 j=1,...,m (1.1)

for some nonnegative multiplier vector A* € R®™. Whenever the term “KKT point” is
used in the following sections, what will be meant is a point satisfying the first-order KKT

*Research supported by the National Science Foundation Grant DDM-9204208; the Department of Energy
Grant DE-FG03-92ER25117; the Office of Naval Research Grant N00014-90-J-1242 and the NATO travel
grant N5, 570525

'Research partially supported by a grant from the Bank of Spain and the NATO travel grant No. 500525.




conditions for NP. Despite this theoretical limitation we shall prefer some KKT points to
others in order to try and satisfy our real purpose of finding a minimizer. For example, if
the initial estimate is feasible we do not wish to converge to a nearby KKT point if at that
point the objective function is higher.

We use the term stationary point to denote a point that is feasible and satisfies (1.1) for
some multiplier vector A € ®™ that is not necessarily nonnegative.

Typically SQP algorithms generate a sequence of points {z;} converging to a solution,
by solving at each point, zx, a quadratic program (QP) of the form

mineiglize VF(zi)’p + 1pTHip
p T

QP
s.t. c(z) + Ve(zr)p 2 0

for some positive definite matrix Hy. Let pi (referred to as the search direction) denote the
unique solution to QP. We define zx4+1 = zx + axpi, where the steplength a is chosen to
achieve a reduction in a merit function.

SQP algorithms are viewed by many as the best approach to the solution of NP when n
is small ( < 200 ). As the size of the problem grows, usually so does the relative importance
of the effort to solve QP when compared to the total effort. Indeed for many large problems
the effort to solve QP dominates the total effort.

When the minimizer of QP is used to define the search direction, it is not necessary in any
theoretical discussion of an SQP algorithm to define how the QP subproblem is solved. All
implementations of SQP methods currently available use an active-set method to solve the
QP subproblem. For a comprehensive survey of active-set methods see [GMW81], [Fle87]
and [GMSW91]. The potential number of iterations to solve a QP using an active-set
method grows exponentially with n. In practice the number of iterations grows much more
slowly than exponential (if this was not the case active-set methods would be hopelessly
inefficient). Nonetheless, the number of iterations required to solve a large QP is usually
large. In any implementation of an SQP method it is necessary to limit the number of
iterations allowed to solve a given QP subproblem. If the QP solution process is terminated
prematurely the SQP algorithm may break down. It is in part for this reason that the
development of SQP methods for large-scale problems has been inhibited. Even for small
problems there are occasions when the number of QP iterations is excessive. Since the
definition of “small” continues to increase as computers become more powerful we can
expect the cost of solving the subproblems to grow in importance.

In the algorithms presented here we have endeavored to improve the efficiency of SQP
methods by circumventing the need to determine the minimizer of QP. We show that a
suitable search direction may be computed from information available at any stationary
point of QP. Stationary points occur as iterates within most active-set methods to solve QP
and for such methods the number of iterations to determine a stationary point increases
only linearly with the size of the problem. Consequently, the search direction may be found
by applying an active-set method to QP and terminating the procedure early.

It may be thought that by expending much less efforv to compute the search direction,
the number of iterations for the outer algorithm may increase. However, it has been observed
that large numbers of QP iterations are required only when z, is a poor approximation to
z*, that is, when the QP subproblem does not model the nonlinear problem well. We
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hypothesize that a search direction based on the minimizer of such subproblems is little
better than using information at a stationary point. Our preliminary results reported in
Section 6 support this hypothesis.

Not solving the QP subproblem also implies that we do not know the QP multipliers,
which are often used to estimate the multipliers of NP. In general, SQP methods usually
use some specific estimate of the NP multipliers in the definition of the method and hence
in the proof of convergence. When solving large problems specific definitions of multiplier
estimates are not always computationally attractive. In our analysis we allow for flexibility
in how multipliers are defined by requiring only that the multiplier estimates satisfy certain
conditions.

Incomplete solutions for QP subproblems

There have been other proposals to define the search direction for an SQP algorithm other
than as the minimizer of the QP subproblem. In Dembo and Tulowitzki [DT85] an algorithm
is analyzed for which the search direction p; has the property that

e = 2kl = o(llpx])),

where p} denotes the minimizer for the &-th QP subproblem.

We follow a different approach and define a search direction for which the effort to
compute it has a guaranteed bound. A different algorithm, but using the same approach,
was suggested by Gurwitz and Overton [GO89]. However, no global convergence results
were given for their algorithm.

In the course of solving a QP an active-set method generates iterates that are stationary
points. We show that such points may be used to construct a suitable search direction. The
step to the stationary point is not in general an adequate search direction. However, if
the stationary point is not a minimizer then there exist nonoptimal multipliers. We show
how an auxiliary direction may be constructed using information about the nonoptimal
multipliers. This auxiliary direction, when combined with the step to the stationary point,
gives a suitable search direction.

Terminating the QP algorithm prior to obtaining a solution impacts the SQP algorithm
in a number of critical ways. Not only is the search direction different, but also the QP
multipliers will not be available. The merit function of principal interest requires the defi-
nition of a search direction in the space of the multipliers. In the past, this search direction
has been defined using the QP multipliers. The fact that such multipliers are positive was
crucial in the analysis of these algorithms. The consequences of terminating the QP solution
process early are therefore far reaching.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the form of
i.e general algorithm, and the definition of the search direction. Section 3 studies the
convergence properties of the algorithm; it is shown that such an alge.ithm is globally
convergent. In Section 4 we show that the algorithm converges superlinearly. We also show
that the penalty parameter used in the merit function is bounded. Section 5 considers the
use of alternative merit functions. Finally, Section 6 presents numerical results obtained
from an implementation that uses the merit function of principal interest.




2. Description of the algorithm

The search direction we propose could be used with most of the merit functions analyzed
in the literature. However, our primary interest is the following merit function:

La(z,X,3,p) = F(z) - X(c(z) - ) + 3p(c(z) - 8)T(c(z) - 5) , (2.1)

where s > 0 are slack variables, and the scalar p is known as the penalty parameter.

This merit function was suggested by Gill et al. [GMSW86b] and is used in the SQP
code NPSOL. It is similar to merit functions proposed by Wright [Wri76] and Schittkowski
[Sch81]. Although our primary interest is this specific merit function, we also show (Section
5) how the ideas discussed can be extendea to the use of other merit functions. The reason
for our focus on this merit function is due to the success in practice of NPSOL. The merit
function is also used in a new SQP code, LSSQP [EldS1}, designed to solve large problems.

The search is performed on an expanded space, including the Lagrange multiplier es-
timates A, and the slack variables s. The symbols p, £ and ¢ will be used to denote the
components of the search direction on the corresponding subspaces. In this case, the value
of the merit function as a function of the steplength will be denoted by

#(a) = La(z + ap, A + o, s + ag,p). (2.2)

The derivative of ¢ with respect to a is denoted by ¢'. Also, ¢r(a) and ¢} (a) will be used
to indicate the values of ¢ and ¢’ evaluated at (z, Pk, Ak, &k, Sk, Gk, Pk)-
The following conventions will be used in the rest of the paper:

gk = VF(z), A = Ve(zi), ek = c(zg),

and the symbols A and é; will be used with the same meaning as Ax and cg, but restricted
to the set of active constraints at the given point. The term active constraint will be used
to designate a constraint that is satisfied exactly at the current point (¢;(z) = 0 in NP, or
aJTp = —c; in QP), and the set of all constraints active at a given point will be referred to
as the active set at the point.

The objective function for the QP subproblem will be denoted by v« (p),

¥i(p) = gip + 1p"Hyp. (2.3)

Sometimes, ¢ will denote the function of one variable Yx(v) = ¥r(p + vd).
For any vector v, the notation v~ will be used to denote the vector whose j-th element
is defined as

v; = —min(0,v;).

Finally, the symbol e denotes the vector (1,..., l)T, and symbols of the form G, denote
fixed scalars related to properties of the problem, or the implementation of the algorithm,
where “abc” identifies the specific scalar represented.
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The algorithm

We first present an outline of the algorithm. Given Hj positive definite, ¢ and Ag, select
p-120,0<a<n<], B2 lc(o)lloos Bu 2 [|Aol| and B, > 0.

Algorithm ETSQP

k<0
repeat
Obtain the search direction px from the QP subproblem

min, Yx(p) = gip+ 3pT Hip

s.t. Arp+ec 20

Compute px, an estimate of A* such that ||ux|| < 8,
§x — Bk — Ak
if pr_1=0

Compute si from (sx); = max(0, (cx);)
else

Compute si from (sk); = max(0, (ck); — (Ax);/pPr-1)
end if

qk — APk + ¢k — Sk
if ¢,(0) < —3pfHipi

Pk < Pk-1
clee Be(r) + (22 = 1) (ck = )
k(Pr) + (2Ak = pg)” (ck — Sk
Pk — ma‘x(zpk—l’ “Ck _ 8k||2 ,ﬂp)
end if
if ¢x(1) < d(0) + 0¢}(0)
a1
else
Select & € (0, 1) to satisfy
$r(&) < ¢k(0) + 0agi(0), |¢i(a)| < —ndi(0)
end if
while ¢(zi + apr) # —Bce or ¢r(é) > éx(0) + 0a¢)(0) do
& —af2
end do
ap — a

Tk+1 Tk Pk
()= (5) v (2)
Compute gx41, Ar41 and cxqg
Update Hy to form Hyyy
ke—k+1

until convergence




The following are some comments on the steps of the algorithm.

o At each point zj, we form the QP subproblem

mineiglize atp+ %pTH kP (2.4a)
p n
subject to Axp > —cx, (2.4b)

and determine a stationary point for QP, that is, a point p; satisfying

gk + Hepi = Afmy, (2.5a)
Aebr +cx >0,  mf (Aepr + k) = 0, (2.5b)

for some vector 7 € R™.

From information available at the stationary point we construct a search direction p;
and pi an estimate of A*. The precise conditions that py and ux need to satisfy are
given later in this section. If py = 0, we set Az = ui and terminate. Otherwise, we
compute the search direction in the space of the multiplier estimates £, as

€k = Bk — Ak (2.6)

¢ The slack variables s; are computed from

max (0, (cx);) if pr_1 =0,
(sk); = {

Ak)j .
max(O,(ck)j - 7)—;_—1-’-) otherwise.

(2.7)

These values minimize the merit function (2.1) at (zk, Ak, pk—1) with respect to the
slack variables.

The slack variables s; appear in the merit function (2.1) as part of the term ¢y — si.
From (2.7), this term takes the value

( { min (0,(ck)8\ ) if px-1 =0, 0s
ck); — (Sk); = . ; . .
(ek); )i min ((Ck)j, p:_J ) otherwise. (2.8)
We shall require the following inequality:

ek I < lek = skll- (2.9)

To simplify the notation in the justification of this result, we drop the subscript k.
If ¢; — s; = ¢; then clearly [c; — s;| = |¢;| > |} |-

If ¢; —s; # ¢jand c; 2 0, then ¢; = 0 < |c; — s;|. Otherwise, ¢; —s; # ¢; and ¢; < 0.
From (2.8) we get ¢; — s; < ¢; < 0, and hence |c; — s;] > |¢;| > |¢j|. We have shown
le; | < lej — 85| under all circumstances, implying (2.9).
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o The search direction in the space of the slack varizhles g; is set to the vector of slack
variables for the QP subproblem, i.e.
qr = APk + ck — Sk. (2.10)

For a linear constraint this choice keeps the corresponding slack variable at its opti-
mum value.

¢ The penalty parameter will not be modified if the condition
$1(0) < —3p{Hyeps, (2.11)

is satisfied, where ¢r(a) is defined in (2.2). Otherwise, we define the penalty parameter
as
Pk = max(2pk—laﬁka :Bp)) (212)

where f, is some positive constant,
b= PYi(pk) + (2Ak = pi)T (i — k)
llex — skl|?

and v, was defined in (2.3). It will be shown that the definition (2.12) ensures that
(P, &k, qx) is a sufficient descent direction for the merit function, in the sense that
condition (2.11) holds for this value of the penalty parameter.

, (2.13)

e The steplength a; > 0 is computed to reduce ¢x(a) while keeping the constraint
violation bounded. The termination conditions for the linesearch are as follows:

If

¢k(1) = x(0) < 0 ¢(0), (2.14)
set & = 1. Otherwise, find an & € (0, 1) such that
$r(a) — ¢&(0) < oGy (0) (2.15a)
¢i(a) > n41(0), (2.15b)
where 0 < o << 1.
H the condition
c(zk + api) > —Pee (2.16)

holds, we define o) = &; otherwise we compute ax by performing a backtracking
linesearch from & until (2.15a) and (2.16) are both satisfied. It will be shown later
that such a steplength always exists, and that Algorithm ETSQP is well defined. This
definition of the steplength ensures that ¢(zx) > —pB.e for all k. A more sophisticated
algorithm could be used to determine ax when (2.16) does not hold. However, we
anticipate such events will be rare.

e Finally, z; and A; are updated from

Teyr | _ [ Tk Pk 917
(/\k+1)_(/\k)+ak(€k)' (2.17)




The definition of the search direction

At each iteration of ETSQP an inner iteration is performed to determine the search di-
rection by solving the QP subproblem (2.4) using an active-set method. The following is
an outline of a suitable algorithm to determine the search direction. The outer iteration

subscript has been omitted, and the subscript ¢ refers to the inner iterations.
We assume that positive constants 3,, B, ya have been defined.

Algorithm SD
Compute pg satisfying:
Apo+c20,  lpoll < Bolle™ll,  g7po < BylleT|

Form /io, the active-set matrix at pp, as the set of all rows in A corresponding to
active QP constraints at pg

120

repeat

- _ ( pi \_(-9-Hpi
‘'ompute p; from ( A, ) s ) = ( 0 )

¥ min(l,infj{--—%& | J i < 0})

Piyr < pi +7ipi
Set A;41 to be the active-set matrix at p;4
te—1+4+1
until (p;, ;) satisfy (2.5)
P — pi
T — T,
ifr>0
pe—p
else
Define v to satisfy: |lo|l=1, v>0, wvjx;<0Vjy, oITr < B min; 7;
Compute d by solving: min{d’Td | A;d = v}
d — d/)d| ]
) + Hp)'d +alp
-ye—mm( (ngHI:i) f{ ——LlaTd<0} ‘yM)
if |p + vdll > (|7]}
p—p+~d
else
p—p
end if
end if
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Some comments on this procedure are presented below.

e An initial feasible point py of the QP subproblem is obtained.

When the minimizer of the QP is used as the search direction, then, given the unique-
ness of p, the choice of po is irrelevant. If we determine the search direction from a
stationary point that is not a minimizer, the sequence of stationary points that we
compute depends directly on the value of pg. We wish to define the initial point in
such a manner that all stationary points are satisfactory points at which to terminate
the solution process. It will be seen that the following conditions on pg are sufficient
to ensure our objective.

— For some constant 8, > C,
lp+ll < Bplic™)l  and  gTpo < Byllc” - (2.18)

e A sequence of feasible descent steps are taken, for example, by first computing the
step P; to the minimizer of the QP on the current working set as the solution of the

system of equations
H AT pi \_ [ -—9-Hp (2.19)
A,; 0 -7 - 0 ? )

where p; is the current estimate. A step 4, is taken, where 7; is obtained as cither one
or the step to the nearest constraint,

T
. . ¢; t+a;pi T
i = mm(l,n}f{——afT | alpi < 0}). (2.20)

The QP algorithm may be terminated at any stationary point p. (Algorithin SD is
terminated at the first stationary point.) It will be seen in the proofs that to always
use p as the search direction will not in general ensure convergence.

¢ If 5 is the minimizer of the QP subproblem, that is, if # > 0, the search direction p is
defined as p = p, otherwise

_— — -
{ pryd i IAl < 115 + 3, (2.21)
P otherwise,

where the vector d and the scalar ¥ are computed with the following properties:

— d is feasible with respect to the active QP constraints at p, A;d > 0, and it has
unit norm, {|df| = 1.

— The rate of descent along d is sufficiently large. Specifically, we require
(Hp+ ¢)7d < By minjn;, (2.22)

for some positive constant ;.
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There are many procedures for computing a sui’ able vector d; we now describe
one such procedure (see algorithm SD). It proceeds by defining an auxiliary
vector v with the following properties

ol =1, v>0, vj7m; <0 Vjy, vIr < By mjin Tjs

such a vector can be obtained for example by letting

v = 1 if7l’j<0
77 ) 0 otherwise °

We then compute d the least-length solution of A;y = v and set
d=d/|d. (2.23)

~ The scalar 4 is given by
‘7 = min(’?::y: 7M)r (224)
where v, is a specified upper bound on the steplength,

— ¢ + a]Tp T
5= xr];f{——?g— | ald < 0}, (2.25)

is the largest feasible step from p along d, and
._ (g+Hp)Td
V=TT dTHd
is the step to the minimizer of ¥(p + vd).

The multiplier estimates

Equation (2.6) defining the search direction on the multiplier space & requires the compu-
tation of an estimate uj for the Lagrange multipliers. The estimates {ux} are then used to
update {Ar}, the Lagrange multiplier estimate used in the merit function. To allow flexi-
bility in algorithm design we have chosen to specify conditions on the multipliers estimates
px rather than give explicit definitions.

It will be shown that the following conditions on yu; are sufficient to ensure that the
algorithm is globally convergent.

MC1. The estimates py are uniformly bounded in norm, that is ||jui|| < 3, < .
MC2. The complementarity condition u{(Akpk + ¢cx) = 0 is satisfied at all iterations.

We may satisfy these conditions by choosing u;, = 0. Condition MC2 is made for
convenience; condition MC1 and the form in which the multiplier estimates are updated
imply that {)\;} are uniformly bounded.

Lemma 2.1. If condition MC1 holds, then ||A¢|| < 8, for all k.
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Proof. The proof is by induction. We select 3, to satisfy ||Ao|| < B,. From (2.17),
Ak41 = Ak + ap(pr — Ak), k2>0. (2.27)
Using norm inequalities and 0 < a; < 1, we have
HAeall < anlliwll + (1 — @)l Akll < arBy + (1 - ak)By = By,

as required. 1

Second-order information

We choose the matrices { Hi} to be positive definite and bounded, with bounded condition
number. In practice, such matrices may be generated (see [GMSW86a]) by updating a
quasi-Newton approximation to the Hessian of the Lagrangian function or the Hessian of
the augmented Lagrangian function in each iteration together with certain safeguards (for
example, if the factors of Hy are updated, by enforcing bounds on the size of the elements,
and ensuring sufficiently positive diagonal elements). These conditions can be written as
follows:

HC1. (i,4 < oo is the largest eigenvalue of {Hx}.

HC2. B,,y > 0 is the smallest eigenvalue of { Hy}.

3. Global convergence results

The results in this section establish global convergence properties for algorithm ETSQP.
We first introduce the assumptions under which we shall show convergence, and then we
prove the following results:

o The iterates {4} lie on a compact set.

~ In Lemma 3.1 we show that the quantities associated with the algorithm are well
defined at all points.

~ In Lemma 3.2 it is shown that if ||zx!| is large then ||pk|| cannot be arbitrarily
small.

~ In Lemma 3.3 we show that p computed using algorithm SD satisfies
¥(p)=g"p+ 1p"Hp < —Bip" Hp + Balc - s,

where 3, and (3; are positive constants.

l

Lemma 3.4 proves that the sequence {z,} lies on a compact set.
~ Lemma 3.5 shows that the sequence {pi} also remains bounded.
o The sequence {||pk||} dominates the sequence {||zx — z*||}, where z* denotes a KKT

point closest to zx. The main implication of this result is that ||pi|] — 0 is sufficient
to ensure that zy — z*, a KKT point of NP.
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— It is shown in Lemma 3.6 that, under the assumptions we make, the KKT points
for problem NP are isolated.

— Lemma 3.7 introduces another preliminary result, proving that if p, — 0 along
a subsequence then along this subsequence ||z — z*|| — 0, where z* is a KKT
point for NP nearest to zx. Moreover, for large enough k, pi is the minimizer of
the QP subproblem, and the correct active set at z* is identified.

— The proof that ||pi|| dominates ||z; — z*|| is given in Lemma 3.8.

¢ Bounds on the growth of the penalty parameter py.

We cannot prove that p; will remain bounded in the algorithm without stronger con-
ditions on the multiplier estimate uy, but we can show that its growth is bounded by
certain quantities related with the algorithm, and that is enough to prove convergence.

— We show in Lemma 3.9 that at all the iterations where the penalty parameter is
modified the following bounds hold,

pllee = sell SN and  pilipxll® < N.

~ In Lemma 3.10 and Lemma 3.11 we show that similar inequalities hold at all
iterations.

e The steplength oy is bounded away from zero if we are not close to a solution.

— We first need a bound on the second derivatives of ¢(a). In Lemma 3.12 we
prove that ¢x(ax) < N for some positive constant N.

— In Lemma 3.13 we show that, if ||px|| is large enough, there exists a value @ > 0
independent of the iteration such that o > a.

e In Theorem 3.1 we show that z;, — z*.

o Finally, we prove that A\ — A*.
— This result requires stronger conditions on the multiplier estimate u; than just

MC1 and MC2. We start by introducing a third condition MC3.

— Lemma 3.14 strengthens the result in Lemma 3.13 showing that, under the new
conditions on the multipliers, ax is uniformly bounded away from zero.

— In Theorem 3.2 we show that Ay — A*.

Assumptions

Some of the following assumptions make use of the concepts of stationary points and KKT
points at infinity. We will say that NP has a stationary point at infinity if there exist
sequences {zx} and {7} such that ||zx|| — oo and/or ||nk|| — oo, and

CI: -0, A{nk -9 — 0, nl{ck — 0.

If in addition to these conditions we also have 5, — 0, then we have a KKT point at
infinity.
We make the following assumptions:
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A1l. For some constant 3. > 0, the global minimum of the problem
minimize F(z)
TER®
s.t. c(z) > —Pe,
is bounded below.
A2. There exist no KKT points at infinity for problem NP.

A3. F, cj and their first and second derivatives are continuous and uniformly bounded in
norm on a compact set.

A4. The Jacobian corresponding to the active constraints at all KKT points has full rank.
A5. A feasible point p, exists to all the QP subproblems, satisfying

_ T -
ok |} < Bpllei il and  gipry < Bplleill
for some constant 8, > 0.

A6. Strict complementarity holds at all stationary points of NP, including stationary points
at infinity, if they exist.

A7. The reduced Hessian of the Lagrangian function is nonsingular at all KKT points.

The larger the value of B., the stronger is assumption A1l. There will be problems, for
example F(z) = f(z)T f(z), where it is known a priori that assumption A1l holds with
B. = 0o0. Also, if Al does not hold with 3. = 0 then it is possible for any reasonable
algorithm to diverge.

Assumption A5 imposes conditions on the initial point for the QP. It is possible that
no point satisfies these conditions; this would be the case for example if one of the QP
subproblems generated by the algorithm is not feasible. Nevertheless, by introducing an
additional variable it is possible to construct a modified problem for which this condition
is satisfied trivially. Consider the problem

(mng;lenéﬁg F(z,2)= (1 -w)F(z) + wz
s.t. c(z)+ze>20 and z 20,

where 7 € R and w € [0,1]. The KKT points for this problem are also KKT points for NP
if NP is feasible and w is sufficiently close to one. The modified problem is always feasible,
and the corresponding QP subproblem takes the form

e e 1_ T - 1 T = H p

minimize ( w)ykp+wp+2(p p) k(ﬁ

s.t. ck+ Axp+ Zre+pe >0
Zk+p20.

For this QP subproblem the point

_{r_ 0
Po= ( p ) = ( li(ex + Zke) oo )
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is feasible since we can ensure that Zx > 0. Therefore there always exists a feasible point
that satisfies A5 with 8, = 1 since ||pol| = ||(ck + Zxe) || and

vvﬁm=(u—md‘w)(§)=wm%+namwsm%+fwrm”
implying that Assumption A5 is redundant for the modified problem.

Existence of the iterates

We start by showing that all the quantities associated with the algorithm are well defined.
In particular, we show that the choice of penalty parameter ensures (2.11) is satisfied and
that the steplength exists.

Lemma 3.1. Under assumptions A3, A5 and conditions HC1, HC2, the procedures given
in the algorithm to compute the values of the penalty parameter p; and the steplength a;
are well defined.

Proof. We drop the subscript k denoting the iteration number, to simplify the notation.
Consider the gradient of the merit function L,, defined in (2.1), with respect to x, A
and s,
9(z) = A(2)"A + pA(2) (e(2) - )
VL,(z,A,8) = —(c(z) - 8) . (3.1)
A p(c(z) - )

It follows from (2.6), (2.10) and (2.2) that ¢'(0) is given by

#(0) = p'g — pTATA + ppTAT(c — 5) - (c - 8)TE + ATg — pgT(c - 5)
= pTg + (22— w)T(c - 5) - plic - |, (3.2)

where g, A, and c are evaluated at z.
If {lc - s{| = 0, from (2.9) and (2.18) we have py = 0, and since ¥(p) = pTg + %pTHp <
¥(po) = 0 it follows that
¢'(0)=pTg < -3p"Hp,

implying that p does not need to be modified.
If ||c ~ s|f > 0, we obtain from (3.2) that for p = j (defined in (2.13))

¢'(0) = g"p+(2x - )T (c - s) = plle — s|> = ~1pT Hp,

which implies the desired descent condition (2.11) is satisfied for all p > 4.
An immediate consequence of (2.11) and the properties of Hy is the following bound on
the directional derivative:

¢;c(0) < _%ﬂsuH”pkllz' (33)

It follows from the procedure to increase the value of the penalty parameter (see (2.12))
that px — oo if and only if the parameter is increased an infinite number of times.
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We also need to prove that the value of aj introduced in the algorithm is well defined.
We show that if condition (2.14) is not satisfied, a steplength é; € (0,1) that satisfies
conditions (2.15) always exists (see, for example, Moré and Sorensen [MS84]).

Define the functions

x(a) = ¢(a) - ¢(0) — sad'(0)
{(a) = ¢(a) - n4'(0),

and note that from o < 7 and ¢’(0) < 0, implied by (2.11), we have
X' (@) = ¢/(a) — 0¢'(0) < #'(@) — 14'(0) = ((a), (3.4)

for any a.
If (2.14) does not hold,

#(1) — ¢(0) > od'(0) = x(1)>0,

and we also have x(0) = 0. From these two results and the mean-value theorem, there will
be a point & € [0, 1] such that x/(&) > 0, and from (3.4), ((&) > 0.

From ¢'(0) < 0 we have ((0) < 0, and the continuity of ( (assumption A3) will imply
the existence of a zero of { in (0,&). Let & denote the smallest point in (0,&) such that
¢(a) = 0, that is,

#(a) = n¢/(0), (3.5)

and condition (2.15b) is satisfied at a.
From ((0) < 0 we must have

((@)<0 Vael0,4) & ¢(a)<nd(0) Vacl[0,a), (3.6)

implying that condition (2.15b) is not satisfied for any point in [0, &).
Finally, from (3.4) and (3.6), we have

X' (@) <0 VYeace€[0,4),
and this together with x(0) = 0 implies x(&) < 0, that is,
$(a) — ¢(0) < oa¢'(0), (3.7)

showing that & satisfies both conditions (2.15) simultaneously.
We still need to consider condition (2.16). For the function h(a) = ¢(z + ap) + B.e we
have from (2.4b)
R'(0) = Ap > —c.

If —%Bc > ¢j 2 —f, we have h;(0) > 0 and hg-(O) > %ﬂc > 0;if ¢; > —-,1; . then A;(0) >
1B. > 0 and in any case there exists a value & > 0 such that hj(a) > 0 (implying c;(z+ap) >
—Bc) for all j and all a € [0, @], implying that for a € [0, min(&, &)] both conditions (2.15a)
and (2.16) hold simultaneously. N

This lemma implies that all the quantities associated with the algorithm are well defined.
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Boundedness of the iterates

To prove global convergence we show first that if assumptions A1 and A2 hold, all points
in the sequence {z;} generated by the algorithm lie on a compact set. We start by showing
that for ||zx|| large enough we cannot have ||pi|| arbitrary small.

Lemma 3.2. Under assumptions A2 and A8 and condition HC1, there ezist positive con-
stants M and € such that ||zk]| > M = ||pkl| 2 €.

Proof. Assume this result does not hold. Then, for any positive constants M and ¢ we
can find iterates such that ||zi|]] > M and ||px|| < ¢, and we could construct a sequence
{zx}, and its associated sequence {px}, along which ||zx|| — oo and |jpx| — 0. For this
sequence, from ||pi|| — 0 and (2.4b), we must have ||c; || — 0. Also, from the definition of
Pk, (2.21), it must hold that ||fx|| — 0, and from (2.52) and MC1, we must have

AT 7k — gill = [|Hxprll = O.

Since ||pkll — 0 and ||px|| — 0, using (2.21) and ||di]| = 1, we also have either 7, — 0
or 7 = 0 for k large enough. It then follows from (2.24) that either min(J¢, %) — 0 or
Y% = % = 0 for k large enough. If 7; — 0 along a subsequence, then (2.25) implies for some
constraint j that (7x); — 0 and cj(zx) — 0, but this would contradict assumption A6. If
9% — 0 along a subsequence, then from (2.26) and (2.22) we get ||x || — 0.

The properties of this sequence,

llzkll = 00, llegll =0, || A¥me — gill — 0,

and either |jm || — 0 or || || = O for k large enough imply there exists a KKT point at
infinity, which violates assumption A2, so the lemma must hold. @

Another result we need for the compactness proof is a bound on the value of the QP
objective function at the incomplete solution for the QP.

Lemma 3.3. Under assumption A5 and conditions HC1, HC2, for p computed by algo-
rithm SD there ezist constants 8, > 0 and 83 > 0 such that

v(p)=9Tp+ 1p"Hp < -pipT Hp + Baljc - 5.

Proof. The result will be shown by considering first the initial point for the QP, po, and
then the descent achieved in each QP iteration.
By definition
¥(po) = —1pg Hpo + 97 po + P Hpo.

Since {|poll < Bylic™|l and g7 po < Byllc™ || (assumption A5), condition HC1 on H implies
¥(po) < =595 Hpo + Bolle™ || + BonBplle™|I%. (3.8)

Consider the quadratic function by + %672, where b < 0 and ¢ > 0; then for all ¥ €
[0, —b/¢c] (between 0 and the minimizer), we have

b
5 < - = 1b+ey)<0 = by+icy?< -1y (3.9)
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The change in the QP objective function at any intermediate QP iteration ¢ can be
represented as
Y(pig1) — ¥(pi) = Yv2dT Hd; + vi(g + Hp:)T d;, (3.10)
where d; is used to denote the QP step obtained from (2.19) or the final step d defined in
(2.23), and 7; is a feasible steplength bounded by the steplength to the minimizer along v;, as
defined in (2.20) or (2.24). We have df Hd; > 0 (from condition HC2) and (g+ Hp;)Td; < 0
(from condition (2.22) and min;7; < 0), implying that we can apply the bound (3.9) to
(3.10) to obtain
$(pina) ~ 9(pi) < —§rid] Hd. (3.11)
If we have taken N iterations to compute p (the search direction), by adding the in-
equalities (3.11) for ¢ = 0,..., N and using (3.8) we obtain

N
B(po) + Y_(b(p:) — Y(pi-1))

i=1

N
—1(p{Hpo+ D YT Hdi) + Byllc™ || + Bror B2lc™ |12 (3.12)

=1

¥(p)

IA

We can use the convexity of the function pT Hp (implied by property HC2) to write

N N N
1 1
T 24T 1 d. AT H d)y= —— pTH
po.Hpo+ E 7idi dzZ N+1(p0+z7zdz) (p0+271d1)" N+1 p-

=1 =1 =1

This result together with (3.12) implies

¥(p) < pTHp + Bolic™ |l + BronB2lic™ |12 (3.13)

1
T2(N +1)
Since ¢~ > f.e the desired result follows from this inequality and (2.9). B

We can now prove the main result of this section.

Lemma 3.4. Under assumptions A1, A2, A3, A5 and A8, and conditions MC1, HC1
and HC2, the sequence {zr} generated by the algorithm lies on a compact set.

Proof. First we show the set of points at which the penalty parameter is modified lies on
a compact set. If pr remains bounded it follows from the manner the penalty parameter is
modified, (2.12), that there is only a finite set of such points. Therefore we need only study
the case when pr — 0o. Consider the iterations & where the penalty parameter is modified.
From condition MC1 and the boundedness of the multiplier estimates Ax (Lemma 2.1), we
have

122k — kll < 2000l + el < 3, (3.14)

This result, together with the definition of the penalty parameter (2.13), and Lemma 3.3
gives
prller — skll® < gipe + 30T Hipr + (206 — px) T (ex — s%)
< (By + 3Bu)llex — skll — Brpf Hepx. (3.15)
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As we have assumed py — oo, (3.15) implies {cx — si|| = 0, and from (2.9) also ||c; || — O.
From Lemma 3.3 and (3.14) we have

wk = gF ok + (22 — px) T (ck — sk) (3.16a)
< —3pT Hip — Brp? Hipr + (B1 + 3B,)llex — sill- (3.16b)

If ||pkll = € > 0 along an infinite subsequence, then it follows from |jcx — si|| — 0 and
MC2 that there exists an index K such that for all k£ > K in the subsequence,

(B + 3Bu)llek — sill < B Pk Hipr.
From (3.16b) we obtain the following bound on wg,
wk < ~$pf Hipr, (3.17)
for £ > K. From (3.16a) and the bounds (3.17) and (3.2), we have for sufficiently large £
$4(0) = wi — prller — sell® < wi < —30f Heps-

This last inequality implies that pi is not modified for all ¥ > K, which contradicts our
assumption that the penalty parameter was modified an infinite number of times.
We have shown that ||pi]] — 0 along the subsequence at which the penalty parameter
is modified. The boundedness of ||zx|| along this subsequence follows from Lemma 3.2.
We now consider those points corresponding to iterations where the penalty parameter
is not modified. From condition (2.16) on the linesearch and assumption A1, we have
F(zy) > Br > —oo for all k. Also, from Lemma 2.1 || x| is bounded, implying that

2

LA(xk’ Akasky Pk) 2> BF — max &-7mﬂ#ﬂ6) > —o00. (318)
28,

Since ||zk|| is bounded when pi # pr—1 and L,(zk, Ak, Sk, pk) is reduced when pr = pi_; it
follows that L,(zg, Ak, Sk, px) is bounded. Moreover, the reduction in L,(zk, Ak, Sk, pi) is
bounded for a sequence of iterations for which pi is not changed. Let I denote the index
at which p; is modified and let I < k < K denote the iterates for which p; remains fixed.
It follows from the above reasoning that there exists N such that

K
61—k = Z(¢k —dr41) <N, (3.19)

k=1

where to simplify the notation we have used ¢x = ¢x(0).
From the termination condition for the linesearch (2.15a), (3.3) and (3.19), we also have

K K
1oBon Y akllpel? < 3 (o — k1) < N. (3.20)
k=1 k=1

This result implies that ai||pk|| is bounded. Hence if ||z is not bounded there must exist
sets of iterates with indices, say i + 1 < k < ry for I = 1,2,..., such that |z, || < M,
llzxll > M for M large enough, limi, r; = 00, and limi—o ||2,,]] — 00. It follows that if
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M is chosen so that M > max{||z ||} then p is constant in the interval s; < k < r;. The
existence of an index such that ||z,,|| < M is assured since we have ||z,|| < M and at least
one index in the interval for which ||zx|| > M. From these assumptions and definitions it
follows that

ri—1

> anllpell > N|zr, — 24 — oo. (3.21)

k=3,

It follows from Lemma 3.2 that ||pi|| > € for s; + 1 < k < ;. From (3.21) we get

ri—1 ri—1
Yo ailpill®’ > € 30 aillpill + ag llps? — oo,
=3 j=si+1

but this contradicts (3.20), implying that the points generated by the algorithm must lie
on a compact set. J .

To complete this section, we show that the search direction computed from the QP
subproblem is bounded.

Lemma 3.5. Under the assumptions of Lemma 3.4, the sequence {p;} is bounded.
Proof. We drop the subscript k in the proof.
As all the steps taken in the solution of the QP subproblem are descent steps, we have
from (2.3),
1 -1 -
¥(po) > ¥(p) = ¢"p+ 3p Hp=3||Hip+ H g - 3g"H g,

implying from HC2 and ||a|| < |la + || + |)b]|,

1 s 1 -1 1
VBeorllpll < IHEpll < |H 3gll + | H3p+ Hdg|| < |1H 2 g]l + /20(po) + gTH g

The boundedness of ||p|| follows from this result Lemma 3.4, conditions HC1 and HC2 and
the bound (3.8). &

It is tacitly assumed in the remaining proofs that the assumptions A1-A7 and condi-
tions MC1, MC2, HC1 and HC2 hold.

The sequence of search directions {p;}

In this section we relate the behavior of the sequence {z; — z*}, where z* denotes a KKT
point closest to zj, to that of the sequence {pi}. In particular, we show that ||px|| — 0
implies z; — z*, and so it is enough to prove that ||pg|| — 0 to establish global convergence.

Although the KKT point z* introduced above may not be unique, the assumptions made
on the problem, and more specifically assumption A7, imply that if ||zx — z*|| is sufficiently
small then z* is unique, as the following Lemma shows. This result allows us to work with
a well-defined sequence {z; — z*}, at least close to a KKT point; it will also imply that the
limit point of the sequence generated by the algorithm is unique.

Lemma 3.8. The KKT points for problem NP are isolated.
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Proof. Assume that the result does not hold, and let z* denote a KKT point for NP
that is not isolated, that is, for any € > 0 there exists a KKT point y. # z* satisfying
lz* — yel| < . Consequently, there exists a sequence {yx} such that yi is a KKT point for
all k, yx # 2* and y — z*.

For sufficiently small ||z* — yx|| the active sets at yx and z* must be the same; otherwise
we would have for some constraint j that ¢;(z*) = 0 with both ¢;(yx) > 0 and (A\x); = 0
along some subsequence, where A; is the multiplier vector at y;. From assumptions A3
and A4 and (1.1) we have A\ — X*, the multiplier vector at z*, but this would imply
ci(z*) = X; = 0, contradicting assumption A6.

Let Zj denote a basis for the null-space of V&(yy), the Jacobian of the active constraints
at ¥k, and Z* denote the corresponding basis at z*. Among all possible bases, Zj is selected
to have continuous first derivatives in a ball around z*. It follows from A4 and the fact the
active set is constant that such bases exist.

For any element of the sequence yx and for z* we have from (1.1)

ZIVF(y)=0  and Z*TVF(Z*) =0.
The Taylor series expansion of Z{ VF(y;) around z* gives
0 = Z{ VF(y) = Z§ (VF(yx) — Ve(w)TX)
= Z*T(VF(2*) - Ve(z*)TA*) + (VZ(c*)(VF(z*) - Ve(z*)TX¥)
+ 29I, W)k - 2*) + ol - 1), (3:22)

where L(z,]) is the Lagrangian function of NP. Using (1.1) in (3.22), and dividing by
gk — 2*]| gives
*
Z*TVAL(2* N)6k = o(1),  where 6= 2= (3.23)
llye — =* 1)
Let ¢ denote the subset of constraints active at z* and yi. If € is sufficiently small then
6, satisfies

éyk) = 0= VE(*)(ye — &%) +o(llgx — 2*l)) = VE(*)8 = o(2). (3.24)

Finally, for any convergent subsequence of the bounded sequence {6}, with limit 8, we
have from (3.23) and (3.24),

ZTVIL(* M) =0,  Vé(a*)é =0,

contradicting assumption A7. @

This result, together with A2, implies that the number of KKT points lying on any
compact region is finite. The distinctness and finiteness of the KKT points implies the
existence of € > 0 such that for any two KKT puints, say z} and z}, we have ||z} ~z}|| > 2¢*
It follows that if ||zx — z*|| < €, where z* is a KKT point nearest to zj, then z* is unique.

We now analyze the sequence of search directions {px}. The following result shows that
as pr — 0 we get close to KKT points of NP and we only need to consider values p; obtained
as the minimizers for the corresponding subproblems. We complete this result by showing
that a small value of ||px|| also implies that the correct active set at z* is identified, in the
sense that the active QP constraints at p correspond to the active NP constraints at z*.
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Lemma 3.7. If along a subsequence px — 0 then along this subsequence ||zi — z*|| — 0,
where z* is a KKT point nearest to zi. For k large enough, z* is unique, py is the QP
minimizer and the correct active set at z* is identified.

Proof. A subsequence such that pr — 0 exists if and only if a subsequence exists such
that p; — 0 and the active set at py is constant. Let {r} denote the sequence of indices for
such a subsequence.

From the definition (2.21) of p, it follows immediately that A,p, + ¢, > 0. From p, — 0
and assumption A3 it must hold that ¢, — 0 and p, — 0.

From (2.5) we have

Alr, — g, —H,p, =0 and 7Y (A p, +¢)=0. (3.25)
Since p, — 0 it follows that
Alr. —g, >0, 7le, 50 and ¢, —0. (3.26)

We now show that for large enough r that p, must have been computed as the minimizer
for the QP. It follows from p, — 0 and ||d,|| = 1 that either there exists K such that for all
r > K we have 4, = 0 or 4, — 0 (see (2.24)). If we assume the latter it follows that

min(¥,,4-) = 0.

e If 7, — 0 along a subsequence, then from (2.25) along this subsequence we will have
for some constraint j

Vei(z,) (e + 7,d;) + ¢j(z,) =0 and (m,); = 0,

which implies that
cj(z,)—»0 and (7 ); =0,
contradicting assumption A6.

e If 4, — 0 along a subsequence, then from (2.22),

AN
dTH.d,

which implies from condition HC1 and ||d.|| = 1 that ¥/(0) = (H,p, + ¢-)Td, — 0.
This result and condition (2.22) on d imply that for some constraint j we have (7,); <
0, (m,); = 0 and Ve;(z,)Tp, + cj(z,) = 0, giving

¢j(z;)—»0 and (=); =0,
and again contradicting assumption A6.

We conclude therefore that v, = 0 for 7 > K and this together with (3.25) implies p, is the
minimizer of the QP subproblem. For r large enough =, > 0, which together with (3.26)

and assumption A3 implies ||z, — z*|| — 0, where z* is the nearest KKT point to z,. For
7 large enough z* is unique.
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Finally, we prove that for r large enough the active set of the QP coincides with the
active set of NP at z*. First note that for r large enough the active set of the QP must
be a subset of the constraints active at z*, otherwise p, is a step to a nonactive constraint
implying ||p,|| > € > 0. Assume that for the subsequence we have Vc¢;(z,)p, + c;j(z,) > 0
and c;(z*) = 0. From (2.5b) we must have (,); = 0, implying from the convergence of =,
that /\’; = 0, but this violates assumption A8, and for r large enough the correct active set
is known. §

This result shows that there is an € > 0 such that if ||p|| < ¢, then pi is the solution of
the QP subproblem, and the correct active set is known.

We have just shown that if px — 0 along a subsequence, then z;x — z*. To show px — 0,
we need a stronger result, giving a relationship between the rates of convergence of the
sequences {zx — z*} and {pi}.

Lemma 3.8. If z* denotes a KKT point closest to zx, then there ezists a constant M such
that
*
lze — =7 (| < Mi|pxll-

Proof. If ||pk]| > € for all k then the result holds trivially since ||zx|| and ||z*|| are both
bounded. Again let {r} denote the indices of a subsequence such that p, — 0 and the
active set at p, is constant. From Lemma 3.7, for this subsequence we have ||z, — z*|| — 0.
We assume for the rest of this proof that r is large enough so that z* is unique, p, is the
minimizer of the QP and the correct active set has been identified.

Let é, A and # denote the corresponding quantities restricted to the constraints in the
active set. From assumption A4 we know that A* has full row rank, and we assume that =
is large enough so that A, also has full rank.

Let Z, denote a basis for the null space of A,, with uniformly bounded norm and
continuous first derivatives. From the optimality conditions for p,, (2.5), we get

_{ 2’8, zlg. O AT
h(z) = ( A )p, =~ ( ;. =- c . (3.27)
Since h(z*) = 0, we have from the Taylor series expansion that
hi(ze) = S;((6:);)(2r — =),
where S;((6,);) = Vh;(z* + (8,);(z, — z*)) and 0 < (6,); < 1. We have therefore

( zg 9r ) = —_S(8,)(z, - 2*). (3.28)

From (3.22) we get
z*TvRL(2*, N)
S5(0) = . ’ ,
( ) ( A(z#)
and assumptions A4 and A7 imply that 5(0) is non-singular. It follows that for sufficiently
large values of 7, §(6,) is also nonsingular. It then follows from (3.28) that for some positive

constant M,
ller = 2*I| < My 2] g\l + llé-1)- (3.29)
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From assumption A3, property HC1 and (3.27) it follows that
M2"pr“ 2 “ZrTgr“ + "67”7 (3'30)

for some positive constant M,.

Since the subsequence {pi} such that px — 0 is composed of a finite number of subse-
quences for which p, — 0 and the active set at p, is constant, the required result follows
from (3.29) and (3.30). 1

Bounds on the penalty parameter

The conditions we have imposed on the algoritl.m (and more specifically on the multiplier
estimate) are not sufficient to ensure that the penalty parameter is bounded. However,
bounds on pi are related to the behavior of different quantities in the algorithm, and in
particular to ||pk|| and ||ck — sk||. The following Lemmas introduce bounds on the size of p;
in terms of these quantities. We start by presenting the results for those iterations where
the penalty parameter is modified, and then we extend the results to general iterations.

The notation k; is used in all that follows to indicate iter .tions at which the value of
the penalty parameter needs to be modified.

Lemma 3.9. For any iteration k; in which the value of p is modified,
Pk;”ck, —sg||<N and pkl”ph”z <N,
for some constant N.

Proof. All quantities in the proof refer to iteration k;, and so this subscript is dropped.
From the definition of p, (2.13), and Lemma 3.3 we get

plle—sii® = gTp+ 1pTHp+ (22 - p)T(c - s)
< —BipT Hp+ Ballc — sl + (22 = w)T(c = s) < (B2 + 124 = u))lle = s,

where 3, and (3, are positive constants. From (3.14) and the above result we obtain the
first bound in the Lemma,
Bllc = sll < 38, + Ba. (3.31)

If the penalty parameter needs to be modified, condition (2.11) cannot hold for p = py, -1,
and (3.2) implies

¢'(0)=g"p+(2x - p)T(c—s) = pllc - s[> > -Lp" Hp.

It follows that
g'p+ 3 T Hp+ (22 - p)T(c - 5) > 0. (3.32)

Replacing in (3.32) the bound for gTp + %pTHp given in Le..una 3.3 we obtain

. 3 .
@A =) (c=s)+Ballc—sl| > Bp'Hp = %nc -~ s|| > p" Hp. (3.33)
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From condition HC2 we have ||p||? < (1/B8svt) pT Hp. If we multiply both sides of this
inequality by p and use (3.33) to bound p” Hp, we obtain

) ) 38, . 364(3Bu + B2)
2< THp < £ c— sl < =k —=2,
p”p" =P ,BsuH P P= ,BlﬂsuH P" " - ﬂlﬂsvH
where the last inequality follows from (3.31). The second desired bound then follows from

262p. 1

We now extend these results to all iterations. To simplify notation, we shall use I and
K to denote k; and kj4 respectively. Thus, the penalty parameter is increased at z, and
Ty in order to satisfy condition (2.11), and remains fixed at p, for iterations I,..., K — 1.

Lemma 3.10. There ezists a constant M such that for ail l,

k|+] -1

pe, Y llerprll® < M. (3.34)
k=k

Proof. For I < k < K - 1, property (2.15a) imposed by the choice of aj, and the fact
that the penalty parameter is not increased, imply that

P — ¢k+‘ 2 _aakﬁéL-
Summing these inequalities for k = / to K — 1, 0 < a; < 1 together with (3.3) gives

K-1

20Bsr Y, lloxpell® < 1 — k. (3.35)

k=1
Consider the term p,(¢; — ¢x). From (2.2),
p¢ = pF — pAT(c - s) + 1p%|lc - s|I%.

This equation, together with the boundedness of p,||c; ~ s|| and p;||cx — sk|| (implied by
px > p; and Lemma 3.9), and that of the multiplier estimates (Lemma 2.1), implies that
for some My > 0,

pi(dr — dx) < My +p)(F; = Fg). (3.36)

Consider now iterations for which ||p,|| < ¢, so that Lemma 3.7 applies and p; has been
obtained as the minimizer for the subproblem (for all other iterations Lemma 3.9 implies
that p; is bounded, and the result follows from Assumption A3, (3.36) and (3.35)).

Expanding Fx and cx about z;, we get

Fy - F; = (zx — )79, + O(l|z; ~ z[1%) (3.37a)
Cxg —C; = A,(:CK—T,)+0(||:!:,—.’t,‘-“z). (337b)

From Lemma 3.8 we have

lz, ~ 2*l < Myllpall and llzx — 2]l < Mylpicl (3.38)
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As p, was obtained as the solution of the QP, condition (2.5a) must hold with multiplier
vector m; > 0. This condition together with (3.37a), (3.37b) and (3.38) implies

F; = Fy = (c; = cx)Tr, + O (max(([pi(1?, o)) - (3.39)

Using again (2.5),
CIT7|’1 = —PJTAITFJ = —QITPI - plTHIpl-

Since p is increased at iteration I, we must have that condition (2.11) cannot hold at that
iteration, implying

¢'1(0) = g, pr + (20 — p1) (es = 1) = przalles — si)* > —%pITHIpI-
The previous two results imply
PIWITCI < _pI%pITHIPI + (22, - #I)T(Cl —81) = prpioaller ~ 51”27

and this, together with the positive-definiteness of H; (condition HC2), the boundedness
of the multipliers (condition MC1 and Lemma 2.1) and Lemma 3.9, gives

pICITﬂ'] < pl(‘ZA[ — I.I,I)T(CI - S]) S Mz, (340)

for some My > 0.

Consider now the term ¢, 7

7; in (3.39). From 7; > 0 we must have
—chz:'ﬂl < PIC;TWI

and from (2.9) we have ||c|| < |lex — sk||. Using p; < px and Lemma 3.9, we conclude
that there exists a constant M3 such that

- p,cKT7r, < Mj. (3.41)

Finally, consider the third term on the right-hand side of (3.39). It follows from
Lemma 3.9 and the relation p; < py that there exists My and Ms such that

pillpl® < My and  pilipil® < Ms,
and hence for some constant Mg
p:0 (max(llp:|I%, lIpxll®) < Ms. (3.42)
Combining (3.40), (3.41) and (3.42), we obtain the bound
pi(F; — Fy) < My + M3 + M.
which, together with (3.36) and (3.35) implies the desired reciii*  §
Lemma 3.11. There ezists a constant M such that, for all k,

piller — sief] < M. (3.43)
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Proof. As in the preceding Lemma, let I = k; and K = kj4;. From Lemma 3.9, (3.43) is
immediate for k = I and k = K.

To verify a bound for k = I +1,..., K — 1 we analyze some intermediate iterations k
and k+ 1. We drop the iteration subscript; also let quantities evaluated at zx4, be denoted
with a tilde.

From (2.8), p;(é; — 3;) = min(p,é;,A;). Consider the following two cases:

o If p;&; > —|}j|, then )

pile; — &l < |l (3.44)

o Assume now that p;é; < —|);|. Expanding the j-th constraint function around zj
gives
& = ¢; +aajp + O(|lap|)?).

Rewriting the previous expression, we obtain:

& = (1= a)e; + a(ajp + ;) + O(llepll®)- (3.45)
Adding and subtracting (1 — a)s; on the right-hand side of (3.45) gives
& = (1-a)(ej - 5) + (1 - a)s; + e(ajp + ¢;) + O(l|ep||?). (3.46)

Since s;, a,?"p + ¢j, @ and 1 — a are all non-negative, we get
(1~ a)s; +afajp+¢j) 2 0,
and using this bound in (3.46) we obtain
& 2 (1= a)(e; — 8;) + O(llepl®). (3.47)

Since we assume p;é; < —|)\;| we have é; = & — §; < 0. Using this bound and
1 - a <1in (3.47) we get the following inequality:

—& = 1651 = |& - 51 < =(1 - a)(e; - 5;) + O(llapll?) < Ie; — 551 + O(llepll®).
Multiplying both sides by p; gives
pilE; — 51 < prle; — 55| + O (llepll®). (3.48)
For a given iteration £ < K —1 and constraint j we have one of the following two situations:

o For some iteration !, I < | < k, pi(e1); > —|(M);]. If we add (3.48) for iterations
r=1,...,k -1, and use (3.44), we get

k-1 k-1
pil(er); = (sk);1 € pal(e); = ()51 + PO llawpell®) < 131 + PO llarp:|I?).
r=| r=l

The boundedness of p;|(ck); — (3k);| then follows from Lemmas 2.1 and 3.10.

o For all iterations I, I < 1 < k we have p,(¢1); < —|(A1);|. We add (3.48) for r = [ to
k — 1, to obtain

k-1
pil(er); = (36)j1 < prl(en)s = (s1);1 + PO Nowpr 1),

r=]

and now the desired result follows from Lemmas 3.9 and 3.10. §
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Boundedness of oy

Given the result of Lemma 3.10, all that is left to establish the global convergence of the
algorithm is to show that the steplength is bounded away from zero. As a consequence of
the weak assumptions imposed on the multiplier estimate uy, it is not possible to show that
such a bound exists. However, it can be proved that the bound does exist if there is no
subsequence along which ||px|| — 0. This is enough to prove convergence.

We first derive a bound on the norm of the second derivative along the linesearch.

Lemma 3.12. For 0 < 0 < ay, there ezists a positive constant N such that
$x(6) < N.
Proof. We again drop the subscript k. From (3.1),

VF — Ti(% = plej = 5;))V%; + pATA —AT  —pAT
Vi, = -A 0 1
—pA I pl

From the definition of ¢, given in (2.2), we get
¢"(8) = p"Wp + ¥;p(c;(8) — 5;(8))p™Vc;(0)p
+ p(A(6)p — 9) (A(®)p — q) ~ 267(A(6)p — 9), (3.49)
where the argument § denotes quantities evaluated at z + 6p, except for s(6) = s + f¢q and
W = V2F(6) — £,(X; + 06;)V3c;(6).

We now derive bounds on the terms on the right-hand side of (3.49). For the first term

we can Wwrite
pTWp < Ni||p?l| < My, (3.50)

for some constant M, using assumption A3, the boundedness of ||A|| and ||¢]| (condition
MCI1 and Lemma 2.1), and the boundedness of ||p|| (Lemma 3.5).
Expanding ¢; in a Taylor series about z gives
cj(6) = ¢;(z) + ba;(z)"p + $6°pTV7c;(6,)p,
where 0 < 8; < 8. Using (2.10) and multiplying both sides by p gives
p(ci(8) = (5i(8)) = p(1- 8)(ci(2) - 5;) + p 36°PTV2¢;(8;)p.

Lemma 3.11 implies that p|c;j(z) — s;| is bounded, Lemma 3.10 implies that p||6p||? is
bounded for § < a, and assumption A3 implies that [[V2c;(6;)|| is also bounded. Conse-
quently,

pl(ci(6) - 5;(8)] < N,
where N is a constant. This result and Lemma 3.5 imply the second term in (3.49) is also
bounded, that is,

Z: IP(CJ'(") - 81‘(9))PTV265(9)P| < Nallpll® < Mq, (3.51)
2
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where N, and M, are constants.
Consider now pl||A(8)p — g||?, the third term on the right-hand side of (3.49). Using
Taylor series, we have

aj(z + 0p)'p = ajp + 0p"V2¢;(8;)p, (3.52)
where 0 < §; < 6. From (2.10) and Lemmas 3.10 and 3.11, we obtain
pllA()p - ¢lf* < Ms, (3.53)

where M3 is a constant.
From (3.52), (2.10), assumption A3 and the boundedness of [|£|| (Lemma 2.1), the final
term on the right-hand side of (3.49) is also bounded,

- 26T(A(0)p- q) = ~26T(Ap—a) + 3 _£i6p"V¢;(8)p < 267(c—5)+ Nallpll® < M, (3.54)

4

where N4 and M, are constants.
The desired bound follows from (3.49), (3.50), (3.51), (3.53) and (3.54). &

Lemma 3.13. For anye > 0, if ||pi|| > € there ezists a value a(¢) such that ax > a(€) > 0,
where oy is the steplength computed by the algorithm.

Proof. We drop the subscript k£ corresponding to the iteration number. We start by
proving that & (as defined in (2.14) and (2.15)) is bounded away from zero if ||p|| > €. If
condition (2.14) is satisfied at a given iteration, then & = 1, trivially bounded away from
zero. We assume therefore that & is chosen to satisfy (2.15).

In the proof of Lemma 3.1 it was shown that the linesearch procedure was well defined,
and in particular, that there exists a value & € (0, 1} satisfying (2.15) and such that condition
(2.15b) is not satisfied for any value of & € [0, &); see (3.5), (3.7) and (3.6).

From the Taylor series expansion of ¢’ at & we have

¢'(a) = ¢/(0) + a¢"(6),

where 0 < 8 < G. Therefore, using (3.5) and noting that < 1 and ¢'(0) < 0, we obtain

. _¢a)-¢'() . |40
&= 57(0) =(1-19) 58" (3.55)

(Since & > 0, 8 must be such that ¢”(6) > 0.)

If ||pl] > €, then from (3.3) we have that |[¢/(0)| > 1B,un€?, and from Lemma 3.12 we
also have ¢"(6) < N, implying
Bl 2
2N

If condition (2.16) is satisfied for &, then the previous bound holds for a. Otherwise, for
some constraint j we must have h;(&) = ¢;(z + ap) + B. < 0 (using the notation introduced
in Lemma 3.1). If h;(0) > 33, > 0, from the continuity of h there exists a value & < & such
that h;j(a) = 0 and hj(a) > 0 for all a € [0,&]. From the mean-value theorem

hy(@) = hi(0) _ hy(0)
W) RO

a 2

a=
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for some 8 € [0,&]. But as |h}(0)] = |a;(z + 0p)Tp| < K for some K > 0 (from assumption
A3 and the boundedness of ||p||, Lemma 3.5), we have

Be

a>—.
T 2K

(3.56)

If h;(0) < 38, we must have from (2.4b),
h;(O) = a}'p 2 —-¢; = ﬂc - hJ(O) 2> %ﬂc

From h;(0) > 0 and h;(&) < 0 there must exist a value & < & such that h%(a) < 0, implying
the existence of & < & such that A}(&) = 0 and h}(a) > 0 for all o € [0, 4] (also, hj(a) > 0
for all a € [0,&]). From the mean-value theorem,

K@) ~ Ki(0)  K,(0)
OO

a=

for some 6 € [0,&]. But h%(0) > 34, and |r(8)| = [pT V2c;(z + 6p)p| < K for some K > 0,
from assumption A3 and the boundedness of ||p||, Lemma 3.5, implying again

.o Be
Q> —. 3.57
> b (3.57)
The procedure to construct a will ensure that a > %&, and so the result presented in

the Lemma will hold. §
We can now prove the global convergence theorem for the algorithm.

Theorem 3.1. The sequence {z} generated by the algorithm converges to a unique KKT
point for NP.

Proof.
It follows from Lemma 3.8 that to prove ||zj — z*|| — 0, it is sufficient to show

Jim [|pe]| - 0. (3.58)
—00

If (3.58) is true then there exists K such that ||zx —z*|| < €*/2 and ||px|| < € for all k > K,
where 2¢* is the minimum distance between two KKT points. It follows that z* is unique
for k > K (the sequence converges to the unique KKT point nearest to z, ), otherwise it
implies that for some k > K that either |jz; — z*|] > €*/2 or ||px|| > €. Consequently, to
prove the theorem it is sufficient to show (3.58) is true.

If ||pk]l = O for any k, the algorithm terminates and the theorem is true. Hence we
assume that ||px|| # O for any k. If px 4 0, there must exist a subsequence {p;}, and a
positive constant ¢, such that ||pi]| > € for all . In this case, from Lemma 3.13 there will
exist a uniform lower bound on ¢, a; > & > 0, but then

pillaupi|l > aepy — oo,

contradicting the fact that pi|laxpk|| is bounded (Lemma 3.10).

|
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In the bounded case, we know that there exists a value 5 and an iteration index K such
that p = j for all k > K. Again, the proof is by contradiction. Consider only indices ! such
that I > K. Every such iteration after K must yield a strict decrease in the merit function
because the termination condition for the linesearch (2.15a), together with the boundedness
of the steplength (from Lemma 3.13 and ||pi|| > ¢) and (3.3) imply

(1) — $i(0) < aa,q&f(O) < _%a&ﬂsuH"mIP <0.

The adjustment of the slack variables s in (2.7) can only lead to a further reduction in the
merit function, as L, is quadratic in s and the minimizer with respect to s; is given by
¢; — Aj/p. From the fact that the penalty parameter is not modified, for iterations from the
subsequence we have

¢(ID1+1) - ¢($l) < _%a&ﬂw}lcz-

Therefore, since the merit function with p = g decreases by at least a fixed quantity at
every step in the subsequence, it must be unbounded below, contradicting (3.18). It follows
that (3.58) must hold. @

Having established the global convergence of the algorithm, the next step is to show that
the multiplier estimate Ay — A*. In order to prove this result, we need to strengthen our
conditions on the multiplier estimate pj (if ur does not converge then A; will not converge
either). The additional condition is

MC3. ||ux — X*|| = O(|lzx — =*||), where X* denotes any multiplier vector associated with
a KKT point closest to zj.

This condition requires that §, in condition MC1 be chosen so that
By > |- (3.59)

Estimates satisfying MC1, MC2 and MC3 may be obtained by computing a multiplier
for the “active” constraints (say, least-squares estimates of least length), and expanding to
the full multiplier space by augmenting this vector with zeros corresponding to the inactive
censtraints. If such an estimate does not satisfy MC1, then a suitable estimate may be
determined by appropriate scaling. The multipliers at the stationary point of the QP also
satisfy the three conditions. Note that if z* is not unique then from Lemma 3.6, ||z, —z*|| > ¢
for some € > 0, and MC3 holds for any vector yj that is bounded.

We first show that under the stronger conditions on pj the steplength ay is uniformly
bounded away from zero.

Lemma 3.14. Under MC3 and all earlier assumptions and conditions, ax > & > 0.

Proof. We again drop the subscript k. We first tighten the bound on ¢"(8) given in
Lemma 3.12. From (3.50) and (3.51), we have that the first two terms on the right-hand
side of (3.49) are bounded by a multiple of ||p||?. From (3.52), (2.10),(3.54) and Lemmas 3.10
and 3.11 we may obtain the following bound on the remaining terms on the right-hand side
of (3.49)

p(A()p-q)T(AO)p — q) — 26T(A(B)p - @) < p(c - 3)T(c - 5) + 26T(c — 5) + M||p|)?, (3.60)
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for some constant M.
Observe that from (3.2) and (2.4b),

plc—8)T(c—8)+2T(c—5) = —¢'(0)+ pTg + uT(c - s)
~¢'(0) + pT(g — ATp) — pTs. (3.61)
Using Taylor expansions and Lemma 3.8 it follows that
T
P9 — ATp) = p"(g" — A" w) + O(llp|1*) = (X* - w)TA%p + O(||p[I%).
From this result and MC3 there exists a constant M such that

pT(g — ATy) < M||p|)*. (3.62)

From g — A, strict complementarity at a KKT point (assumption A6), and the fact
that the correct active set is identified for ||p|| small enough (Lemma 3.7), we eventually
have g > 0 and uTs > 0. Consequently, it follows from (3.49), (3.50), (3.51), (3.60), (3.61)
and (3.62) that

$(6) < —44(0) + N Ipx||?
for some constant N > 0. This result and (3.3) can be used with (3.55) to imply that there
exists a value & satisfying (2.15) such that

ﬂsuH”pzu _ _ BevH
DBt + 201 = ™ D G 428 7

The desired result then follows from an argument identical to that given in the final part
of Lemma 3.13. 1§

This lemma also implies that the effort needed to compute the value for the steplength
is uniformly bounded in the algorithm. We now establish the convergence of the multiplier
estimate.

a>(1-

Theorem 3.2. Under MC3 and all other assumptions and conditions,

lim A = b
k—'?(x)
Proof. From (2.27),
k
Aes1 = 3 Vikki, (3.63)
3=0
where i
ek =k, me=op [ (1-e), 1<k, (3.64)
r=l+1

with af = 1 and o] = a;, | > 1. (This convention is used because of the special initial
condition that Ag = pp.) From Lemma 3.14 and (3.64), we observe that

0<a<a <1 foralll, (3.65a)
k
=1, (3.65b)
{=0
w<(-a)kt, 1<k (3.65¢)
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From condition MC3 we have
pr = X + Mibit, (3.66)

with [Mi| < M, 6k = ||zx ~ *|| and ||tx|| = 1. From Theorem 3.1, for any € > 0 we can
choose a value K; so that, for k > K,

| M| < %6. (3.67)

Given any € > 0, we can also define an iteration index K, with the following property:

€
S kT D+ 28,

for k > K3+ 1. Let K = max(K}, K3). Then, from (3.63) and (3.66), we have for k > 2K,

(1-a)

(3.68)

K k
Mesr =Y e+ Y (A + Midity).
1=0 1=K+1

Hence it follows from (3.65b) that

K k
Aesr = A = Yyl = XY+ Y eMidit.
=0 I=K+41

From the bounds on |Ju|| (condition MC1), ||#||, and (3.59), we obtain

K k
ess = X <26, v+ Y el Midi). (3.69)
=0 I=K+1

Since we assume k > 2K, it follows from (3.65a) and (3.65c) that

K K K
S Y- aFt < 1 - K < (K + 1)(1- @)X

=0 =0 =0
Using (3.68), we thus obtain the following bound for the first term on the right-hand side
of (3.69):
K
268,k < }e. (3.70)
=0
To bound the second term in (3.69), we use (3.65b) and (3.67):

k k
S mIMibil < Je Y oy < de (3.71)
I=K+1 I=K+1

Combining (3.69)-(3.71), we obtain the following result: given any ¢ > 0, we can find K
such that
M= <e for k>2K +1,

which implies the desired result. §
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4. Rate of convergence

In this Section we shall show under additional assumptions on the multiplier estimate that
the algorithm converges at a superlinear rate, independently of the asymptotic behavior of
the penalty parameter.
Since p; — 0, we may assume without loss of generality that p; has been obtained as
the minimizer for the QP subproblem, and that the correct active set has been identified.
We again start by presenting an outline of the steps taken.

¢ Bounds on the rate of growth of the penalty parameter introduced in Lemmas 3.9,
3.10 and 3.11 are tightened.

— In Lemma 4.1 we prove that av | iterations at which py is increased (if we have
an infinite sequence of such iterations)

prller — sxfl = 0 and  pi[lpll* — 0.
— In Lemma 4.2 and Lemma 4.3 these results are extended to all iterations.
o In Lemma 4.4 it is shown that uf sx = 0 for sufficiently large .

¢ Lemma 4.5 proves the superlinear convergence of the sequence {z + px — z*}, under
certain assumptions on Hy.

For k sufficiently large, ax = 1.

— Lemma 4.6 gives the relationship between the descent in one iteration ¢x(1) —
¢1(0) and the initial derivative in the linesearch ¢}(0).

— Theorem 4.1 shows that ax = 1 for all sufficiently large k, implying superlinear
convergence.

Finally, Theorem 4.2 shows that under an additional condition on the multipliers, the
penalty parameter remains bounded.

The first two Lemmas introduce refinements on the results presented in Lemmas 3.9,
3.10 and 3.11, and their proofs are based on the corresponding proofs for these Lemmas.

Lemma 4.1. If k; — oo, where k; denotes an iteration at which the penalty parameter is
increased, then

lim P’ﬂ”ckl - skx" =0 and lim Pk,”Pk;“z = 0.

l—00 l— 00

Proof. We drop the subscript k; in what follows.
Since p is the minimizer of QP, condition (2.5a) holds for a nonnegative vector 7. From
(2.4b) and (2.5a) we have ¢7p + 1pTHp = —7Tc and using this result in the definition of

b, (2.13),
Bllc - sll? = —1pTHp+ (22— p - m)T(c — 8) — 77s < J|2X = pt = lflc = s]I.
From (2.12) we have p < 25, and using Theorem 3.2, MC3 and 7, — A* we obtain
Il_l;rgopk,”ck, — sl < 2llir& 2Ak, — px, — Ti,l] = 0. (4.1)

Finally, from (3.33) and (4.1) we have lim;_,, pi, [|px,||> = 0, completing the proof. B
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Lemma 4.2. For general iterations k, limk_,. pk||pk||> = 0.

Proof. Define I = k; and K = k4.
If p is bounded, the result follows from Theorem 3.1. If p is increased in an infinite
number of iterations, from (3.35) and Lemma 3.13 we only need to show that ¢, — ¢, — 0.
From the boundedness of ||A\i]| (Lemma 2.1), Lemma 4.1 and the fact that p, < px, we
have

pllAlT(cl —8)| < 2p:llAdll ller = 84l — O,
P1|'\KT(CK = 3x)l < 20kl| Akl llex — skl — 0.

We also have from Le.uma 4.1,
pilller = s> =0, prlllex — skll* = 0.
These results and the definition of ¢, (2.2), imply
pi(¢1 — éx) — pi(Fr — Fx) = 0. (4.2)
We now analyze the asymptotic behavior of the term p,(F; — Fx). We have
Fy = Fic = (e — ex)Tr, + O (max(llpl, lloxll?)).

Using the same arguments as in the proof of Lemma 3.10, inequality (3.40) also holds in
this case, and from (3.14),

pimiTer < pilles = sillll2As = pall < 3Bupilies — si. (4.3)
A second bound for this term can be obtained from 7, > 0 and s; > 0, implying
prmiler > prmT(cr — 81) 2 —prlimilllles - sill- (4.4)
Since ||7,|| is bounded, it follows from applying Lemma 4.1 to (4.3) and (4.4) that
p,1r,Tc, - 0. (4.5)
From (2.9), the boundedness of ||7,|| and Lemma 4.1,
— prexTm; < pre Ty < pul|millllex — skl — 0. (4.6)
We can again use Lemma 4.1 to obtain
p:0 (max(llp:[1% lpic*)) — 0. (4.7)

From (3.39), (4.5), (4.6) and (4.7) we have that the sequence {p,(F; — F)} is bounded
above by a sequence that converges to zero. It then follows from ¢, — ¢x > 0 and (4.2) that
pi(¢; — ¢x) — 0 and the desired result follows from (3.35) and Lemma 3.14. §

Lemma 4.3. For general iterations k, limg_.o pillck — skf| = 0.
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Proof. If p is bounded the result follows from ¢* > 0, A* > 0, AT 0, Theorems 3.1
and 3.2 and (2.8).
We assume therefore that p is increased an infinite number of times. Consider two cases:

e If constraint j is such that c’; > 0, then X; = 0 and from (2.8),
plei — sj| = | min(pcj, Aj)l,
but from Theorem 3.2 and assumption A8, eventually A; < pc;, implying
ple; = sjl = M) — 0.
o For those j such that c’; = 0, implying /\’; > 0, consider iteration indices large enough

that the correct active set is identified (Lemma 3.7), implying a;‘-rp+ ¢; = 0. From the
Taylor series expansion for ¢; and the boundedness of the steplength,

ci(zk + arpr) = cj(zk) + ar(ar) Pk + O(laxpel|?) = (1 ~ ar)e;(z) + O(lIpell?),

Recurring this relationship for k, I < k < K, we get

k-1 k-1
pr(ck)s = pale); = pr T1(1 - a)(en)s + 2O (T IImll?),
=1 1=1
but as 0 < a; < 1 we must have
k-1
pl(e)sl < pil(ensl + 1O (L lipil?)- (4.8)
=1

From c’; = 0, assumption A6 and (2.8), eventually it must hold that p,|(¢;); —(s,);] =
prle(s);|, and using Lemma 4.1, (4.8) and Lemma 4.2,

prl(cx);| = 0.
From this result, definition (2.8), assumption A8 and Theorem 3.2, for k large enough
prl(er); — (sk);| = [ min(pr(cr);r (Ak);)l = low(er)il — 0.

This completes the proof. B

Lemma 4.4. For k large enough p,{sk =0.

Proof. If constraint j is such that c’; > 0, then for k large enough (c¢x); > ¢ > 0, and
(ak)}'pk + (ck); = 3e > 0. It therefore follows from MC2 that (u); = 0.

If 7 is such that c’; = 0, then from assumption A8, z\’; > 0. Also, from Lemma 4.3,
pr((ck); — (sx);) = min(pr(ck);, (Ak);) — 0, and for large enough k Theorem 3.2 will imply
pr(ck’; < (Ax)j; these two results and definition (2.7) imply

(sk); = ma.x(O,(ck)j - (’:)Lk)’) =0,




36

completing the result. 1§

To prove that the algorithm converges superlinearly it is necessary to assume that H,
converges to an approximation of VZ_L(z*,X*) in some sense, where L(z, A) denotes the
Lagrangian function for problem NP.

Define W;, as

Wi = V2, L(zk, Ak) = Vi F(z) = Y _(Ar); Vici(zi). (4.9)
;

We impose the following additional condition on Hy:

HC3. Following Boggs, Tolle and Wang [BTW82], we assume

IZE(H ~ Widpell = ollpel),

where Z; is a basis for the null space of fik, the Jacobian of z; of those constraints
active at z*, that is bounded in norm and has its smallest singular value bounded
away from 0.

The proof proceeds by first showing that the sequence {z + pr — ="} converges super-
linearly, and then proving that a steplength of one is eventually attained.
The following lemma corresponds to Theorem 3.1 in [BTW82].

Lemma 4.5. Under assumptions A1-A7, and conditions MC1-MC3, HC1-HC3,
ek + px — 2"l = of||zx - 2*|))- (4.10)

The results presented on bounds for the growth rate of the penalty parameter allow us
to obtain an asymptotic expansion for the quantities involved in the linesearch termination
criterion. We want to prove that condition (2.14) is satisfied for k sufficiently large. It
is shown in the following lemma that the satisfaction of (2.14) is directly related to the
asymptotic properties of Tk = pj(gx — Afpr) + PIWips.

Lemma 4.8. The following relationship holds:

(1) = 8x(0) = 164(0) + 3Tk + o(l|pe®).
Proof. In the proof we drop the subscript k, and we denote quantities associated with
Tk + px by a tilde, that is, F' = F(zi + px) while F = F(zy).

From the definition of the merit function (2.2) and (2.1) we have

(1)~ $(0) = F = F - (- s - g) + M(c - )
+g—(é-—s-—q)T(E—s—q)—§(0—~s)T(c—s). (4.11)

From the Taylor series expansion of ¢ around z and (2.10) we have

, < T
& — 85— qj =& —cj—aj p= 1pTV2c;p + o(|jp||?),
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and using this result with the Taylor expansions for ¢ and F in (4.11) we obtain

$(1) = ¢(0) = 9P+ 3p"V?Fp — 150 p"V2eip + AT(e ~ 5)
+ EXi(0™%eip)? - E(c - 9)T(c - 5) + olllpI®). (4.12)
From (2.6), condition MC3 and Theorem 3.2 we have
p=A+&=x+0(1). (4.13)

Also, from Lemma 4.2 and assumption A3 we have pp? VZ¢;p = o(1). Replacing these
results in (4.12) and reordering the terms we obtain

¢(1) - ¢(0) = ng + %PTVZFP - % j’\j pTV2cjp + %(2) - p)T(c -5)
+317e = 9) = S(e - 9)(c - &) + olllpl?).

Using (4.9) and (3.2) to simplify this expression,
s(1)=  ,=180)+3(s%+pWp+ uT(c~ 5)) + olllpll?). (4.14)

Finally, from condition MC2 we have uTc = —uTAp, and from Lemma 4.4 we know that
eventually uTs = 0, implying in particular that uTs = o(||p{|%), and replacing these bounds
in (4.14) we have

8(1) - 9(0) = 14'(0) + 3 (p™Wp + (9 — ATw)) + o(lIpI1®),

completing the result. §

The main result of this section is given in the next theorem. It is shown that, if condition
MC3 is replaced by a stronger condition, then after a finite number of iterations a steplength
of one is taken for all iterations thereafter, implying that the algorithm achieves superlinear
convergence. The new condition is

MC3’. |l ~ X|| = of||zk - 2*|)).

It is possible to prove superlinear convergence without the need to strengthen the con-
ditions on the multipliers. It is shown in [Pr89] that there exists a constant M such that if
px > M, condition MC3 is sufficient.

Theorem 4.1. If MC3’ and all ot\er assumptions and conditions hold then eventually a
unit step is always taken and the algorithm converges superlinearly.

Proof. Asin Powell and Yuan [PY86], observe that the continuity of second derivatives
gives the following relationships:

F(zr + pr)
c(zk + pi)

]

Flze) + 3 (o(z0) + 9(zk + pe)) o + olllpall?)

(4.15)
c(2k) + 3 (A(zk) + Alzi + pr)) i + ol |pell?)-
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From the Tajylor series expansions we have

F(zk + pr) F(zi) + 9(zk)Tpe + 3pIV2F(2k)pr + o(||pell?) (4.16)
cizr +pr) = ci(ar) + ai(zi)pe + 108V 2¢i(z)pr + o(||pelf?), '

and since (4.10) and Lemma 3.8 imply g(zx+px) = ¢* +o(llpkll), a;(zx+px) = a’;+o(||pk||),
we get from (4.15) and (4.16) that (we drop the subscript k)

pTV*Fp = (¢* - 9)"p + o(||p||?) (4.17a)
PV%¢p = (a} - a;)p + o(llp])*)- (4.17b)

Condition MC3, Theorem 3.2 and (4.13) give 3", A; pTV2¢;p = ¥, p1; pTV2¢;p + o(||pl1?),
and if we apply this bound to the result of adding (4.17a) to (4.17b) multiplied by A;, we
have

T
pWp =pl(g* — A% p) - p"(g — ATw) + o(lIpl?). (4.18)
Condition MC3’, (1.1) and Lemma 3.8 imply
T T
pl(g" — A* p) = pTA* (A" — p) = o(|Ipl|*),
and from (4.18),
T
T = p"Wp+p'(g - ATw) = p"(g" — A*" 1) + o(llpl1?) = o([lp11?)- (4.19)
From Lemma 4.6 and (4.19) we get
(1) = $(0) = 34/(0) + o|IplI*)-

Since ¢'(0) < 0, the above relationship and Theorem 3.1 imply that condition {2.14) is
eventually satisfied for k sufficiently large.
Regarding condition (2.16), we can use Taylor series expansions for c; to write

cj(zk + pr) = ¢j(ax) + a;(zk + 0ipr) i (4.20)
for some 6; € [0, 1], and
a;(zk + 0;P6) pr = aj(zx) ok + pL V2c;(zk + 0501 )Pk (4.21)

for éj € [0,0]']. _
Using Theorem 3.1 and the boundedness of |VZc;(zx + 8;px)|| (from Assumption A3
and Lemma 3.4) in (4.21), for k large enough

aj(zk + 0;px) ok > aj(zx) P — 1B,
and from (2.4b),
aj(zk + 0;pk) P > a;(zx) Pk — 18 > —cj(zx) — 18..

Replacing this bound in (4.20), we obtain for all k large enough ¢(zx + pi) > —38c¢. and
condition (2.16) will also be satisfied, giving zx41 = zx + px. The required result then
follows from Lemma 4.5. 1§
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Boundedness of the penalty parameter

The last result in this section shows that, if condition MC3’ is replaced by a slightly
stronger condition, the penalty parameter needs to be modified in at most a finite number of
iterations (and consequently it remains bounded). The criterion presented will be satisfied,
for example, by the least-squares multipliers computed at z; + p;.

Theorem 4.2. If the multiplier estimates pj in the algorithm satisfy

ek = X)) = O(l|lzk + pr — =), (4.22)

and all other assumptions and conditions hold then there exists a constant M such that
Pr <M forallk.

Proof. We may assume k large enough so that o = 1. From (2.5), (2.4b) and n{sx > 0,
we have
9tk + pEHEpk = PRARTr = —cimi < —~(ck — sk) T, (4.23)

where 7 denotes the QP multipliers at iteration k. From (3.2), (4.23) and the fact that a
unit steplength is accepted, it follows that

¢:(0) =< —pTHipk + (120k—1 — px — milllex — skll = pxllck — sill®. (4.24)

From (4.22), HC2, Lemma 3.8 and ||}, — X*|| = O(||px|]) we must have

12681 — s — mill < My ||pill < Mar/plHrpx

for some positive constants M;, M,. It then follows using a? + b2 > 2ab that

12k-1 — px ~ millllci — skll < May/pTHipillck — sill < $pAHrpe + 3 M3 |cx — sil)%,
implying from (4.24) that
$1(0) < —1p{Hrpk + (3MF — pi)llex — sill®.

From this inequality it follows that if px > 1MZ, condition (2.11) will be satisfied, and
the penalty parameter will not be increased. Given that we are using the rule (2.12) for
updating py, it must hold that pr < M2. @

5. Other Merit Functions

Several merit functions have been proposed and analyzed in the literature (a review can
be found in Powell [Po87]). The question arises if the convergence results using early
termination in the solution of the QP subproblem depend on our specific merit function, or
if they are fairly independent of this choice. We shall show in this section that the choice
of merit function is not critical. What we present is how to adapt our SQP algorithm to
the use of other merit functions rather than examine other methods explicitly to see if the
particular QP subproblem posed and the manner the search is performed can be adapted
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to the use of an incomplete solution. For example, we still perform a search in the z and A
spaces. Slack variables do not appear in the merit functions we shall consider, consequently
the search in the space of the slack variables is no longer required.

We have selected as examples the study of two particular merit functions. The first one
corresponds to a class of merit functions that includes among others the ¢; merit function
analyzed in Han [Han76], Byrd and Nocedal [BN88] and Burke and Han [BH89]. This
general merit function takes the form:

$(z,2) = F(z) + Me™(2) + plle™ ()|, (5.1)

where an £, norm (1 < p < o0) is used, and cj(z) = max(0, —cj(z)). The second merit
function we consider is

#(z,2) = F(z) + Me™(2) + gplle™ ()13 (5.2)

This merit function has been studied among others by Powell and Yuan [PY86] (applied
to the equality-constrained problems only) and Schittkowski [Sch81]. Unlike either of these
algorithms, where the multiplier estimate A was treated as a function of the iterate A(z),
we do not explicitly define the form of the multiplier estimates although the ones used in
both methods satisfy the criteria MC1, MC2 and MC3. Indeed the one used in [PY86]
also satisfies MC3’.

We still assume A1-A7 hold for the problem. However, when the merit function (5.1)
is used, the multiplier estimate py is only required to satisfy MC1. This condition is trivial
to satisfy. For example, we may choose A = 0 and pux = 0 making the search in the
multiplier space void. Such a choice reduces (5.1) to the well-known ¢; merit function and
our algorithm becomes very similar to that analyzed in [Han76]. When (5.2) is used, we
assume conditions MC1 and MC2 hold. We have also assumed in the proofs that Ao > 0
and pix > 0. We omit the proofs that the iterates lie on a compact set. For the first merit
function (5.1) this proof is relatively straightforward, since it will be shown that the penalty
parameter is bounded. The proof for the second merit function (5.2) is very similar to that
for the Augmented Lagrangian merit function.

The criteria (2.15) for the choice of steplength aj assume the merit function has contin-
uous first derivatives. This property does not necessarily hold for the merit functions under
consideration. Therefore we use the following criteria for determining a value ay.

Define

Ak = gipk + (& — M)Te (k) — prlle™(za)l- (5.3)
We start by selecting a value @, satisfying
S(Gr) = O(zk + Gapr, Ak + dibi) < $i(0) + narAg, (5.4)
and either
G 29 >0 (5.5)
or
ar > vubak  and  @p(ar) > dk(0) + carAy, (5.6)

where 0 < 11 < 9, < 1,0 < p < o < | and a; > 0. For a discussion of these criteria and
the existence of &, see Calamai and Moré [CM87].
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In addition to these conditions, we also also want to limit the size of the infeasibilities. If
&y satisfies condition {2.16), then we let ay = éx. Otherwise, we compute a; by performing
a backtracking linesearch from é&; until conditions (5.4) and (2.16) are both satisfied.

Our preference for the criteria given in Section 2 is based on our belief that in practice
they lead to a better choice of a. In the definition of our algorithm we could have used
other steplength criteria without impacting the convergence properties.

The following basic relationships will be used to establish the convergence results,

¢j (@ +ap) < le;(x + ap) - ¢;(z) - aalp| - min(0, ¢;(z) + aalp) (5.72)

— min(0, ¢;(z) + aa?p) < (1-a)c;(z) (5.7b)
~wTAp < —[l=(2)li (5.7¢)
—-QAp < —¢c (2). (5.7d)

In these inequalities A = Ve¢(z). Also, 2 is a diagonal matrix such that —QAp is an element
of the subdifferential of ¢~ (z + ap) at & = 0. The diagonal entries of Q take values in [0, 1],
are zero whenever c;(z) > 0 and take the value one whenever ¢;(z) < 0. Finally, w7 Ap
represents an element of dy(0), the subdifferential of p(a) = ||c™(z + ap)|l; at 0. The

elements of w are given by
¢ -1
wi=@ii\ =)

and have the property that w”c(z) = —||lc~(z)|:.
Consider now the case when ¢ has been defined from (5.1). From our assumption that
Ak > 0 and (2.4b),
AT (Arpr +¢x) >0

for all k. It follows from this inequality and the relationships given in (5.7) that
¢+(0) = gipe + Ec(zk) — MU Aipk — prwi Akpe < A

We select pi such that
Ak < —3piHips. (5.8)

This rule is analogous to the ones used in Byrd and Nocedal [BN88], and Burke and Han
(BH89].
The first step is to establish that such a value of p exists. From (3.13) and (5.3) we have

Ak < (3 + BO)piHxpr + Ballck Il = (6 — M) ek = pllci - (5.9)
If we now use (2.6), property MC1 and Lemma 2.1 to bound the multiplier term
(& = M) e < llux = 22ellleg 1l < 3Bulleic
we obtain in (5.9)
Ak < =(3 + Bu)pcHps + (B2 + 36, ~ p)llei Il

Defining p, = B2 + 3B,, for any value p > p, condition (5.8) is satisfied for any k. This
result also shows that the value of p will remain bounded in the algorithm.
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Theorem 5.1. The algorithm modified to use the merit function (5.1) converges globally.

Proof. Given the bound in Lemma 3.8, it suffices to show that ||pi|| — 0.

As p cannot grow without bound, any strategy for increasing p by a finite quantity
whenever it is required to increase p implies that there exists an iteration value K such that
pr = px for all k > K. We consider only iterations of this form. For £ > K, from (5.4),
(5.8) and condition MC2,

$(ex) ~ dar-1) < axnly < —nBsmal|pell®.
From the boundedness of ¢ (assumption A3), it follows that
ail|pel|® — 0. (5.10)

If ||pkll — O, convergence follows from Lemma 3.8. Otherwise, if for a subsequence
lp&|l > €, from (5.10) we must have ay — 0 along the subsequence, and from the termination
conditions for the linesearch (5.4), (5.5) and (5.6), ar — 0, as the step required to satisfy
condition (2.16) is uniformly bounded away from zero (see (3.56) and (3.57)). Finally, from
(5.6) we must also have ¢ — 0.

In the following relationships we drop the subscript k& corresponding to the iteration
number, and we denote by a tilde the value of functions evaluated at z + ap (i.e.: ¢ =

c(z + ap)).
From the definition of the merit function (5.1),

$(a) = 4(0) = ag'p+ N(& — ) + a€'e” — aplle”||
+(F = F—ag'p)+ p(llE7|l - (1 - &)|lc|]).

For the last term, from (5.7a) and (5.7b), it follows that
lE™ll = (1= a@)lle” || < [|€ - ¢ — adpl,
and

¢(a) - #(0) < ag'p+ A(e™ - ¢7) + @€’ — apllc7|
+(F ~ F — ag”p) + pl|& - ¢ — aApl|\.

If we use again (5.7a) and (5.7b) on the terms associated with the multiplier estimates
(given that by assumption A + @€ > 0), and the Taylor series expansions for F and ¢, we
obtain

p(a) ~ ¢(0) < ag’p+ ;(A; + @&;)lé; — ¢; — aalp| + (1 — a)ATe”
-2 Te + a(1 - a)e’e™ - aplle™|| + O(llapll?).

After simplifying this expression we have

(&) - 9(0) < a(g"p + (€~ Ne™ = plie™ (1) + &Pl (| IEl + OCllapll®).  (5.11)
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Replacing this bound in (5.6) implies
0 < (1-o)ad +a’|le”| i€l + OCllarl®). (5-12)

Since from (5.8) and condition HC2, A < —B,,x||p||?, and we have assumed that ||p|| > e,
it follows by taking limits along the subsequence that

0 < —(1 - O’)ﬂl,,H€2.
However, this is not possible, implying ||pk|| — O for the whole sequence. §
Consider now the second merit function (5.2). The subgradient along the search direc-

tion at (z, Ax) is given by

$4(0) = gipk + &fc™ (zx) — M QuArpr — pre™(z1)TArpr < Ax,
where

Ar = gipr + (& — A0)Te™ (2x) — prlle™ ()%

Note that Ax > 0 implies

(Ui + prcp ) T(Arpr + k) > 0.

In this case it is not immediately evident that px remains bounded. The convergence
proof we give is similar to the one introduced in Section 3. The definition of p given in that
section will be preserved, except ¢ — s is replaced by ¢~.

Theorem 5.2. The algorithm modified to use the merit function (5.2) converges globally.

Proof. Again, from Lemma 3.8 it is enough to show that ||px|| — 0.

First assume that p is bounded. The argument used is similar to the one in Theorem 5.1.
From (5.4), (5.8), condition MC2 and the boundedness of ¢, (5.10) must hold also for this
case.

If ||pe|] — 0, convergence follows from Lemma 3.8. Otherwise, if for a subsequence
llpk|l > €, from (5.10) we must have ax — 0, and from condition (5.6) and the boundedness
of the step to satisfy (2.16), ax — 0. \

From (5.2), (5.7a) and (5.7b), we also have (we again drop the index k in the following
relationships, and use a tilde to indicate values at z + ap)

#(@) — #(0) < ag'p+ A& — ™)+ atTe - pla - Ja?)|jc|I?
+pllg = c = aapll (31E - c - aApl + (< + aAp))
+ (F -F- dng)1

and again using (5.7a) and (5.7b) on the terms associated with the multiplier estimates, we
obtain

$(a) - #(0) < a(gp+ (€ - NTe™ = pllc”[I?)
+@le™ | (el + dolle™1l) + O(llap|®)- (5.13)
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Replacing this bound in (5.6) implies
0 < (1-o)aa +a*llc|| (el + dollelt) + O(lanll?). (5.14)

Since from (5.8) and condition HC2, A < -1 ||p||*, and we have assumed that ||p|| > €
and p is bounded, it follows by taking limits along the subsequence that

0<—(1- U)ﬂh,Hfz.

However, this is not possible, which implies ||pk|| — 0 for the whole sequence.
Assume now that pi grows without bound. In this case we have that for all iterations
where the value of the penalty parameter is increased

ka“Cl:,“ <K, and Pk;||Pk;||2 < K.

The proof of this result is basically that of Lemma 3.9. From these bounds it is possible to
show that we must also have

pillpill® < K

for all £ (the proof is similar to the one for Lemma 3.10), implying px — 0 and the conver-
gence of the algorithm. 1§

6. Numerical Results

In this section we present numerical results obtained from an implementation of our algo-
rithm. As a first step we have modified the code NPSOL. We have called the modified
routine INPSOL. Apart from the definition of the search direction all other aspects of
INPSOL are identical to those of NPSOL. A detailed description of NPSOL is given in Gill
et al. [GMSW86a)]. It should be noted that NPSOL does not incorporate linear constraints
into the merit function. An initial point is obtained that is feasible with respect to the linear
constraints and thereafter feasibility is retained (by incorporating the linear constraints in
the QP subproblem). On many practical problems the feasible region with respect to the
linear constraints is compact. On such problems this approach ensures assumption A2 is
satisfied, and assumption A1 is implied by A3.

The purpose of the testing reported is to demonstrate that the efficiency and robustness
of the modified algorithm are comparable to those of NPSOL. Naturally, we can only test the
hypothesis on the domain of problems NPSOL is designed to solve, namely problems having
a small number of variables and constraints, although on these problems the opportunities
for improvement are limited, as we discuss later. What this implementation really tests
is whether the introduction of flexibility in the determination of the search direction has
a significant cost. The parameter 3, was set to infinity to avoid differences with NPSOL
arising due entirely to the linesearch.

The search direction

The algorithm described in Section 2 allows for considerable flexibility of design. We de-
scribe here the specific choices made in our implementation. The search direction p; is
computed according to the following steps. (The subscript & is dropped from now on.)




6. Numerical Results 45

An initial feasible point for each QP subproblem, pq, is obtained following the same
procedure as NPSOL. No special effort was made to satisfy conditions (2.18) since on
the problems tested no failure was detected that could be attributed to the size of

lIoll-

The active-set method used in NPSOL was terminated at p, the first stationary point.
The multipliers 7 at p are then computed. Define % as #; = =;||a;l.

Let ¢,, denote machine precision. If
Vj, 7?,7 2> —VE€uM, (61)
then p is taken as the search direction.

If (6.1) does not hold a step that moves off a subset of the active constraints is
computed. To identify the set of active constraints to be deleted, define mp;, =
min; #;, and introduce a vector e; as

= llegll i 75 < 1073w,
(es); = { 0 otherwise. (6:2)

There is also a limit of 50 on the maximum number of constraints to be deleted. If
(6.2) is satisfied by more than 50 active constraints, only the ones having the smallest
multipliers are deleted. For most problems this limit has no effect, since the total
number of constraints is less than 50.

The direction d that moves off the selected constraints is obtained as the least-length
solution of the system Au = e; ; that is, we define

d=Y(AY) e,
where Y denotes a basis for the range-space of AT.

We obtain the search direction p from (2.21), as

p=q PHid AlBl < Bullp +7dj,
- P otherwise,

where 4 was defined as in (2.24) with 7, = 101 and B,;, = 100 (with this value the
step p + 7d is accepted in nearly all cases).

Finally, the multiplier estimate used to define the linesearch is taken to be 7 if p = p.
Otherwise, it is taken to be the least-squares estimate u, obtained from

AAT, = Ag.
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Test problems

The two algorithms, NPSOL and INPSOL, have been compared by solving a collection of
114 problems from the literature. The problems have been obtained from the following
sources:

e Problem 1 is the example problem distributed with NPSOL; its description can be
found in [GMSW86a). Problems 3 and 4 are slight reformulations of the same problem,
where the bounds —1 < z3 < 1 have been replaced by the constraint z3 < 1. Problem
3 uses the starting point

3°3°10*3°3°373* 3 3/°

o Descriptions for problems 6 and 12-15 can be found in [MS82]. The version of problem
6 considered is the one corresponding to a value T = 10. Problems 12 and 13 start
from point (d) for Wright No. 4 as indicated in the reference, while problems 14 and
15 start from points (a) and (b) for Wright No. 9, respectively.

e A description of the SQUARE ROOT problems (17-20) and of EXP6 (9) can be found
in Fraley [Fra88|.

¢ Problems 21-30 were obtained from Boggs and Tolle [BT84].
o All problems having names starting with “HS” are from Hock and Schittkowski [HS81].

e Problems 85-95 can be found in Dembo [Dem76).

All the above problems have been used in the past to test NPSOL. It should be noted
that the problems in this group are small; the average number of variables is 10, and the
average number of constraints is 6. Nevertheless, many of these problems are considered
hard te solve. Moreover, for some of these problems the assumptions made to establish
the convergence results fail to hold; for example, in some cases the Jacobian of the active
NP constraints at z* is singular, or no feasible points exist for some QP subproblems. In
problem 42 no feasible point exists for NP.
The algorithms have also been tested on another group of problems.

o The structural optimization problems 99-114 are described in Ringertz [Rin88]. The
letters “I” and “E” in the problem name indicate if the formulation used included
explicitly the displacement variables (“E”) or eliminated them in advance. Also, the
following number (10, 25, 36 or 63) denotes the number of bars in the truss considered.
Finally, whenever a number is included at the end of the name (006, 040 or 060), the
initial point taken has been modified to be z; = 6, 40 or 60 respectively.

These problems have been introduced due to the atypical behavior of quasi-Newton SQP
algorithms on them. For this group, the ratio of QP to nonlinear iterations is large when
compared to the size of the problem; on the first test set (problems 1-98) the average ratio
for NPSOL is 2 QP iterations per nonlinear iteration, while on problems 99-114 the average
ratio is 30.
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The normal behavior of NPSOL on the first set of test problems is to require a relatively
large number of QP iterations in the first few nonlinear iterations. Typically, the number
of QP iterations declines exponentially until near a KKT point, when only one iteration is
required. The STRUC problems depart from this “standard” behavior, in the sense that the
number of QP iterations declines much more gradually. (Although only one QP iteration
is required in the end, most nonlinear iterations require more.) This offers the possibility
of observing the reductions that can be achieved by using the early-termination criterion,
with limited distortion from the asymptotic behavior of NPSOL.

Finally, the problems in this second group are larger than the ones presented above;
the average number of variables is now 55, and the average number of constraints is 100.
For all the reasons mentioned, this set of problems provides a better environment in which
to test the ability of the proposed early-termination criterion to reduce the number of QP
iterations.

Computing environment

Version 4.02 of NPSOL was used in these comparisons. For this test set, all parameters
used in the code have been fixed at their default values (see [GMSW86a]). No attempt was
made to improve the results by selecting a different set of parameters. It would be difficult
to compare the relative effort to adjust input parameters for the two algorithms. The runs
were performed as batch jobs on a DEC VAXstation II with 5 Mb main memory. The
operating system was VAX/VMS version 4.5, and the compiler used was VAX FORTRAN
version 4.6 with default options.

Results

The results obtained from running both algorithms on the test set are presented in Table 2.

The parameters chosen to characterize the relative performance of both algorithms have
been: the number of outer (nonlinear) iterations for each problem; the number of calls to
the routine computing the values of the objective function, the constraint functions and
their derivatives (function evaluations); the total number of inner (QP) iterations for the
problem (this includes the number of iterations necessary to compute a feasible point); and
the running (CPU) time needed to solve the problem. The results corresponding to both
algorithms are given as a single entry in the tables, with the figures separated by a "/”
symbol, in the form

NPSOL resuit/INPSOL result.

Given that most of the problems are not convex, the algorithms may converge to different
KKT points. Three such events occurred. Another possible outcome is failure—that is,
the algorithm terminates without finding a solution, because the iteration limit has been
exceeded, because no significant progress can be made at the current point with respect to
the merit function, or because the objective or constraint functions need to be evaluated at
a point for which they are not defined in the code. Such failures are indicated by “—".

For the set of 114 problems, NPSOL was able to find a KKT point in 107 cases, while
INPSOL was able to solve 105 problems. We should emphasize that only the default value

of the input parameters were used. Undoubtedly adjustment of the input parameters on the
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problems that failed would have led to more successes. The figures illustrate the reliability
of INPSOL.

Table 1 presents a summary of the results for the four quantities monitored in Table 2.
The average values have been computed as the geometric means for the ratios of the values
for NPSOL and for INPSOL; that is, averages larger than one indicate that the correspond-
ing value for NPSOL is larger than the value for INPSOL. Also, the averages exclude those
problems where one of the algorithms failed. Separate entries have been provided for prob-
lems 1-98 (the smaller problems), and for problems 99-114 (the structural optimization
problems).

TABLE 1
Average Behavior: NPSOL vs. INPSOL

Problems
All 1-98 99-114

Nonlinear iterations 988 | .979 1.044

Function evaluations | .994 .999 .963

QP iterations 1.190 | 1.112 | 1.884

CPU time 1.043 | 1.022 | 1.200

We now comment briefly on the implications of these results.

e The early-termination rule seems to behave very well regarding the numbers of non-
linear iterations and function evaluations; even if we are now using a search direction
of “worse quality” than in NPSOL, the numbers are very close for both algorithms.

e The number of QP iterations is reduced by 20% for the complete set. When judging
this figure we must take into account that the problems are small, implying that
the number of QP iterations required per nonlinear iteration is also small. (In fact,
the average value for the test set is 5.6 QP iterations per nonlinear iteration.) The
opportunity for improvement is correspondingly limited. Moreover, both codes use the
active set at the solution of the previous QP subproblem as a prediction for the correct
active set in the current subproblem, resulting in a small number of QP iterations close
to a KKT point. As a result, significant savings achieved by incomplete solution of
QP subproblems in the early iterations are masked by a large number of subproblems
requiring only a few QP iterations. As an example, for problem 98 the largest number
of QP iterations needed in any nonlinear iteration is reduced from 57 for NPSOL to
15 for INPSOL. This effect is much less clear when we look at total numbers of QP
iterations (244 for NPSOL vs. 170 for INPSOL). Recall that it is necessary in any
implementation to limit the number of iterations taken to solve the subproblem. This
large reduction in the maximum number of iterations is encouraging. Moreover, it
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indicates that INPSOL and NPSOL took quite different paths to obtain a solution
on many of the problems. In the light of this fact the similarity of performance is
quite remarkable. Finally, the early-termination rule still requires a feasible point,
and the feasibility phase is the same as in NPSOL. When this phase accounts for
most of the total number of iterations, as with the STRUC problems, the possibility
of improvement is further diminished.

Nonetheless, it should be noted that for problems 99-114 the improvement obtained
is significantly greater than 20%, as the mean ratio is now 1.88; in fact, when we look
only at the larger problems, the relative performance of INPSOL improves markedly.
This offers the promise that for even larger problems the results obtained may be
substantially better than the values shown above.

The CPU time required by INPSOL is lower than the time for NPSOL, but by a
factor that is much smaller than for the number of QP iterations. This is due not
only to the fact that function evaluations can be expensive when compared to the
effort to solve each QP subproblem, but also to some details in the implementation
that have been chosen to affect the number of QP iterations, even at the expense
of running time. For example, the multiplier estimate used for the linesearch (the
least-squares multiplier) is expensive to compute when many constraints are deleted
in the last step, as the factorization for the Jacobian of the active constraints must
be updated. There are still options to be explored that might reduce the CPU time
for the modified algorithm.
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TABLE 2

Numerical Results

Nonlinear  Function =~ QP CPU
No. Problem name iterations _evaluations iterations  time (s)
1 NPSOL SAMPLE PROBLEM 12/13 16/18 45/34 3.69/3.61
2 SINGULAR 15/15 16/16 4/4 1.03/1.05
3 HEXAGON 15/16 21/23 32/29 4.41/4.41
4 HEXAGON (ALT. START) 11/11 16/14 35/26 3.56/3.26
5 LC7 7/9 9/11 13/16 .76/.95
6 ALAN MANNE'S PROBLEM 17/17 18/18 40/37 21.13/21.92
7 ROSEN-SUZUKI 8/8 11/11 9/9 81/.81
8 QP PROBLEM 8/10 9/11 23/15 1.10/1.04
9 EXPs 33/53 35/57 38/57 1.96/3.08
10 STEINKE2 —*/5 —/6 —/14 ~ 787
11  NORWAY 4/6t 5/7 34/13 1.23/.65
12 MHW4 10/10 18/15 14/12 1.31/1.25
13  MHW9 30/19t 56/28 42/24 3.71/2.31
14 MHW9 INEQUALITY 1 28/23 38/28 59/40 2.41/2.73
15 MHW9 INEQUALITY 2 41/14! 58/27 80/24 4.83/1.77
16 WOPLANT 25/29 29/33 44/35 6.85/7.17
17 SQUARE ROOT 1 —r[—* —/— —/— —/—
18 SQUARE ROOT 2 23/23 36/36 0/0 5.01/5.32
19 SQUARE ROOT 3 6/6 9/9 7/7 .95/.94
20 SQUARE ROOT 4 —r/—* —[— —/— —/—
21 BT1 11/11 19/19 11/11 .81/.83
22 BT2 9/9 14/14 9/9 .71/.70
23 BT3 2/2 5/5 2/2 .19/.19
24 BT4 12/12 18/18 13/13 .92/.92
25 BT5-HSe3 6/6 9/9 8/8 .58/.58
26 BT6-HS77 15/15 21/21 16/16 1.52/1.54
27 BT7 31/31 56/56 32/32 3.36/3.43
28 BT8 17/17 19/19 17/17 1.25/1.44
29 BT9-HS39 13/13 16/16 14/14 95/1.19
30 BTI10 8/8 11/11 0/0 .48/.52
31 BT11-HS79 9/9 12/12 10/10 1.05/1.06
32 BTI12 27/27 57/57 28/28 3.04/3.04
33 BT13 32/32 44/44 34/34 2.61/2.62
34 POWELL TRIANGLES 23/15 37/16 36/23 3.27/2.28
35 POWELL BADLY SCALED 12/12 15/15 13/13 85/.85
36 POWELL WRIGGLE 34/32 69/55 60/40 2.77/2.39
37 POWELL-MARATOS 6/6 77 6/6 44/).44
38 HST2 7/7 8/8 8/8 69/.67
39 HS73 (CATTLE FEED) 4/4 5/5 4/4 .38/.36
40 HS107 1/n 18/18 27/18 2.77/2.56
41 MUKAI-POLAK 10/10 16/16 13/13 1.08/1.11
42 INFEASIBLE SUBPROBLEM  —*/—* By —/— —)—
43 HS26 47/47 64/64 48/48 3.39/3.41
44 HS32 2/4 3/5 3/5 .25/.38
45 HS46 55/55 58/58 56/56 5.26/4.98
46 HSs1 2/2 5/5 2/2 18/.14
47 HSs2 2/2 5/5 2/2 .19/.16
48 HSs3 2/2 5/5 2/2 .19/.16
49 PENALTY1 A 16/16 18/19 77/41 20.01/16.49
50 PENALTY1 B 6/7 14/19 67/32 14.77/11.77
51 PENALTY1 C 29/15 85/40 152/65 24.35/11.65
52 HS13 22/19 23/20 13/10 1.29/1.22
53 HS64 29/43 39/62 47/60 2.34/3.33
54 HS6s 8/9 10/11 16/16 .70/.78
55 HS70 36/—* 39/— 39/- - 3.33/—
56 HS71 5/7 6/9 9/9 53/.67
57 HS74 10/26 15/48 14/28 1.17/2.68

* Failed to solve the problem.
! Converged to a different minimizer.
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TABLE 2 (CONT.)
Numerical results

Nonlinear  Function QP CPU

No. Problem name iterations evaluations iterations time (s)

58 HS75 6/8 10/11 7/9 .72/.90

59 HS78 10/10 14/14 11/11 1.15/1.15

60 HS80 8/8 10/10 8/8 .92/.92

61 HSs1 14/14 20/20 15/15 1.57/1.60

62 HS84 —*/4 -—/5 —/9 —/.51

63 HS85 17/14 18/15 33/20 4.00/3.12

64 HS86 (COLVILLE 1 6/7 8/8 11/11 62/.64

65 HS87 (COLVILLE 6 11/8 18/9 18/14 1.63/1.23

66 HS93 12/12 15/15 14/14 1.36/1.38

67 HS95 1/1 2/2 1/1 .15/.15

68 HSg6 1/1 2/2 1/1 17/.15

69 HS97 3/3 6/6 3/3 .40/.41

70 HS98 3/3 6/6 8/8 .43/.44

71 HS99 23/—* 44/— 74/— 3.99/—

72 HS100 14/14 29/29 18/18 2.07/2.02

73 HS104 18/18 20/20 23/23 3.36/3.37

74 HS105 43/—* 61/— 97/— 27.14/—

75 HS108 (HEXAGON) 24/32 45/49 57/87 6.78/9.36

76 HS109 11/10 13/11 25/29 3.23/3.26

77 HS110 6/6 9/9 24/15 .78/.69

78 HS111 41/49 64/75 44/52 8.08/9.05

79 HS112 (CHEMICAL EQ.) 19/—* 39/— 54/— 2.78/—

80 HS113 14/16 19/23 38/36 3.12/3.41

81 HSI114 18/16 19/24 36/33 3.81/3.60

82 HS117 (COLVILLE 2 17/18 21/27 96/39 6.75/5.34

83 HS118 (LC PROBLEM) 4/4 6/6 20/20 1.35/1.40

84 HS119 (COLVILLE 7) 12/17 16/19 41/47 4.25/5.60

85 DEMBO 1B 281/—* 437/— 296/— 75.46/—

86 DEMBO 2-HS83 4/4 6/6 4/4 .54/.54

87 DEMBO 3 9/8 11/9 37/20 2.01/1.78

88 DEMBO 4A 19/19 23/23 24/24 3.53/3.31

89 DEMBO 4C 13/13 15/15 20/23 3.10/3.20

90 DEMBO 5-HS106 17/18 21/24 30/31 2.90/3.04

91 DEMBO 6-HS116 36/43 96/69 144/248 21.84/29.65

92 DEMBO 7 19/12 24/15 126/68 15.54/9.82

93 DEMBO 8A 33/42 85/118 105/99 7.52/9.17

94 DEMBO 8B 29/29 69/71 88/73 6.51/6.45

95 DEMBO 8C 25/27 60/68 89/65 6.19/6.06

96 OPF 18/17 19/18 53/51 468.12/456.10

97 GBD EQUILIBRIUM MOD. 5/6 6/7 37/26 6.22/6.10

98 WEAPON ASSIGNMENT 96/73 98/76 244/170 120.78/114.93

99 STRUCII0KON 18/17 34/30 65/42 13.67/11.73
100 STRUCE10KON 26/29 49/67 87/84 17.68/20.75
101  STRUCI10VAN 23/19 41/34 54/51 16.30/13.85
102 STRUCEI10VAM —*/24 —/a2 —/91 —/19.44
103 STRUCI25006- 42/37 68/62 147/85 92.44/80.99
104 STRUCE25006 20/28 32/36 178/95 357.83/260.79
105 STRUCI25DAT 11/12 19/21 24/22 24.75/27.11
106 STRUCE25DAT 52/21 106/37 687/65 647.13/191.44
107 STRUCI36DAT 23/20 38/34 59/46 120.79/108.02
108 STRUCE36DAT 29/30 53/62 87/90 971.16/1021.87
109 STRUCI63040 117/112 211/202 6116/3091 8182.13/7159.03
110 STRUCES63040 375/—* 794/— 3545/— 77286.64/—

111 STRUCI63060 —*/98 —/244 — /3899 —/8281.02
112 STRUCE63060 63/115 150/316 6675/3407  25090.15/33228.42
113 STRUCI63DAT 246/136 354/412 9043/2060  12591.61/11424.54
114 STRUCE63DAT 52/72 86/145 8049/2858  41793.84/22740.66

* Failed to solve the problem.
t Converged to a different minimizer.
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